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Positive social support acts as a barrier against negative life events. Related to crime,
positive social support may improve prison institutional behavior and reentry outcomes, and
reduce recidivism. Conversely, negative support may create deleterious effects for individuals as
they navigate life’s challenges. This dissertation explores the relationships between positive preprison social support (living as a family unit, marriage, financial help) and precursors to negative
social support pre-prison (caregiver substance use, family criminal history, growing up in foster
care, receiving welfare, living in public housing and physical/sexual abuse) and three forms of
carceral social support (visitation, making/receiving phone calls, and religious engagement).
Results, after controlling for factors such as institutional infractions, individual criminal history,
years in prison, and distance from prison to home, indicate most positive indicators of pre-prison
social support predict increases in the odds of visistation, making/receiving phone calls, and
religious engagement while incarcerated. Similarly, many of the precursors to negative preprison social support predict decreases in the odds of carceral support. Last, this project
considers how pre-prison social support, both positive and negative, behaves when conditioned
with crime type (violent, drug, and public-order). The research concludes with a discussion of
policy implications for corrections derived from the findings about the relationship between preprison and carceral support.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Social support is often defined as the number of individuals a person has in his or her
network who could offer material or emotional assistance (Lindsey et al., 1981). It also includes
how adequate the support provided is and how beneficial it is (Brown et al., 2003; Goodenow et
al., 1990; Lai & Thomson, 2011). Feeling supported is important in all life pursuits, as support is
a concept studied in fields from medicine and physical fitness to sociology and psychology.
While there is wide consideration of the effect of social support on a variety of outcomes, social
support is not static and, in fact, it may vary quite a bit throughout life making it dynamic in
nature. This variation is likely due to the changing value of and exposure to family and peers as
supports. For example, while family (especially parents) may remain stable as a source of
support across life, peers come in and out of importance. Additionally, social support affects
childhood experiences, adult life, and even experiences of those who are justice-involved.
Wherever social support emanates from, and however it varies over the life course, it is an
important concept.
Zimet et al. (1988) reported social support was conceived of as a stress buffer between
negative life events and the unwanted and negative symptoms they produce. Procidano and
Heller (1983) stated social support protects against distress, negative moods, and other mental
health disorders. These represent cognitive outcomes, but social support has some effect on
physical and behavioral outcomes as well. In fact, in work surrounding social support and
mortality, Berkman and Syme (1979) found participants with larger and more positive social
networks live longer. This may be attributable to exercise and diet, or just overall health, but it
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displays the general relationship between positive social support and a more favorable life
outcome.
The term social support is both broad and interdisciplinary. Attempts to define social
support have been met by researchers and scholars continuously refining language and
developing instruments to best capture exactly what it is. In earlier research (pre-1980), one
could come across as many as 50 different instruments in sociology alone (Vaux, 1988). This
demonstrates a lack of early uniform agreement in the field as to what exactly constitutes social
support. Some of these conceptualizations and operationalizations include reporting the
frequency of support over a given time period, the number of supportive behaviors provided in a
given situation, and rating quality of support (Cohen et al., 2000). Because of these
complexities, social support research has received considerable debate and criticism. One of the
main critiques is there is not a generally agreed upon ‘best practices’ approach for how to
operationalize social support. Some say the research has even suffered because of its complex
nature (Brownell & Shumaker, 1984). Recently, however, an emergent body of literature appears
to be generally in agreement with the idea of social support as a buffer against negative life
events, or what is referred to as the buffering hypothesis (Cohen & McKay, 2020; Raffaelli et al.,
2013). Regardless, social support is a broad and common concept, used to better understand
general life outcomes in many disciplines. Overall, social support is generally understood as
helpful and positive in nature.
Despite these questions, generally, research agrees social support allows people to
navigate more easily through life. Lin (1986) stated it is both social ties as well as social
position, or access to support, which makeup this conception of social support. When
experiencing physical and mental health challenges, issues in intimate partner and family
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relationships, and other unwanted social issues, support is important as it helps to buffer against
some of the negative effects. Similarly, social support is important in considering criminal justice
experiences, including criminal activity and carceral experiences, for example, and social support
may, 1.) either insulate an individual from crime or drive them towards crime in the case of
negative support and 2.) exist on a continuum in its relationship with crime. That is, it is not a
given crime will result in the presence of negative social support/absence of support and positive
support will not serve as an unbreakable barrier between a person and crime. Rather, the
relationship is variant and not absolute, but clearly has important implications for conditioning
behavior and experiences throughout an individual’s life.
This study seeks to better understand the relationship between early life experiences with
social support, support prior to prison, and social support while incarcerated. To date, this
theoretical concept has received less specific attention than other criminological theories.
Researchers often explore other social aspects associated with criminal involvement such as
poverty and disadvantage, yet social support is not as fully understood as a stand-alone concept.
This may be due to the recency in research regarding how social support and crime are related.
For justice-involved persons, early experiences of social support condition later experiences and
there is variation both between and within individuals. It is anticipated there will be some change
within participants from childhood to adult experiences, as well as during incarceration, and this
varies between participants. Not only is this relationship of interest, but also the role of
conditioning variables such as offense type (violent, or non-violent, drug offense or not, and
public-order crime or not). Understanding the relationship between social support and carceral
experiences is important for several reasons. It gives practitioners an additional tool to consider
when discussing coping strategies with individuals who are incarcerated. That is, a better
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understanding of the prediction and degree of social support may enhance or help establish
positive coping strategies while incarcerated or mitigate negative behaviors. Prisons are difficult
atmospheres with many deprivations (e.g., loss of liberty and autonomy) and the presence of
other negative actions. Thus, understanding avenues of social support and providing positive
coping strategies are even more important. Additionally, feeling supported in prison is important
insomuch as it has been shown to positively affect institutional behavior (fewer infractions) as
well as reduce return to prison (Cochran, 2014; Jiang & Winfree, 2006).
Statement of the Problem
Social support as a theoretical lens has been part of social science research for close to a
half-century (Cobb, 1976), however its explicit application to the study of criminology is much
more recent (Cullen, 1994). Further, until Cullen et al.'s (1999) work, social support is not seen
prominently in the literature directly accounting for criminality. Much of the work involving
social support and the criminal justice system is either theoretical (Colvin et al., 2002; Cullen,
1994) or policy-related (Cullen et al., 1999), and the body of knowledge with justice-involved
persons is constantly developing and identifying nuances. The literature surrounding social
support and some parts of the criminal justice system are emerging. Part of this is due to its
recency in the field as a stand-alone theoretical construct. Part may also be due to its complexity
in applying the concept to a growing field of theoretical competition in criminology.
Measurement and definition of social support is quite broad and therefore difficult to tap into
given the complexity and understanding.
This project adds to the literature surrounding social support in that it explores the
relationship between early childhood experiences and relationships with social support and the
criminal justice system while also using social support as a theoretical framework. More
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specifically, this reseach considers the relationship between early precursors and experiences
with social support and how these might affect social support while incarcerated. Additional
social support research explores social support and crime victimization (Andrews et al., 2003;
Kaniasty & Norris, 1992; Yap & Devilly, 2003; Sacco, 1993), and other studies consider what
predicts social support and levels of support for individuals who are incarcerated (Jiang &
Winfree, 2006; Kerley and Copes, 2009; Colvin, 2007; Hochstetler et al., 2010). Social support
does not only apply to childhood experiences, adult criminal behavior, or victimization, but is
also carried into the criminal justice system and carceral experiences – and even beyond.
Additionally, support is not necessarily linear in nature, as there are likely conditioning factors
over the life course. Individuals in prison are a particularly vulnerable population who may
suffer from additional barriers to and deprivations of social support due to their status as
incarcerated. For this reason, it may be helpful to better understand the amount and type(s) of
support individuals in prisons are receiving. One of the ways in which we may be able to
understand this is through considering levels of support pre-prison, which includes childhood
experiences with negative social support and experiences as adults with positive social support.
Additionally, it is important to consider how these relationships behave when conditioned by
certain crime types, and controlling for institutional factors, criminal history, and demographic
variables. Ultimately, the desired goal is to better understand differences in adult social support
while incarcerated as a product of either positive or negative pre-prison experiences.
It is not enough to only clarify this relationship between social support pre-prison and
social support while incarcerated. There should be discernable policy implications which follow
from the research. At the back end of the criminal justice system, in prisons, officials seek to
understand and combat what drives people back to prison. By some estimates, as many as 60%
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of released individuals end up back in prison within three years (Langan & Levin, 2002;
Ostermann, 2015). One of the goals of the entire criminal justice system is to reduce both
reoffending (recidivism) and return to prison through behavior modification. For example, Mears
et al. (2012) found prison visitation had a modest effect on reducing future offending.
Additionally, Siennick et al. (2013) found increased visitation leads to a quicker decline in prison
misconduct. That is, prisoners find themselves ceasing involvement in institutional infractions
quicker when receiving more visits. Downs (2013) added that phone calls are important avenues
of communication where support may positively affect both institutional behavior and success in
returning to the community. Similarly, Thomas and Zaitzow (2006) reported religious
participation in prison helps to reduce violence and escapes, while increasing stability of the
inmate population. Results such as these may allow practitioners in prisons to identify both
positive support variables which can be enhanced and negative support variables which can be
mitigated to improve prison behavior and reduce return to prison.
Some research regarding social support and the criminal justice system focuses on early
experiences (e.g., before a crime has been committed), and less so on how it relates to support
while incarcerated. As such, this research attempts to better understand what relationships exist
between early associations with social support and support while incarcerated, and what may
condition these relationships. A better understanding of these relationships is important as they
may help practitioners build social support specific programs and services for incarcerated
populations. Knowing type of support received while incarcerated may help to better manage
institutional conduct, reduce recidivism, and improve transitions to the community.
This research seeks to: 1.) add to the literature regarding social support and the criminal
justice system, 2.) establish a set of relationships between social support outside of prison and
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social support while incarcerated, and 3.) inform policy so criminal justice officials, in particular
those working in prisons, may find ways to enhance social support in their institutions. In
general, this research is somewhat exploratory in nature and seeks to add some clarity to the
nature of social support for incarcerated individuals.
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CHAPTER 2
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK & LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter will begin with a broad introduction of social support, followed with a brief
overview of the benefits of support. Next, a discussion of the different types of support will be
offered, with a specific focus on the sources of social support. Then, social support as it applies
to carceral experiences will be explored. Literature surrounding indicators of positive support
and precursors to negative support, in non-prison contexts, are examined as predictors for this
study. Finally, a series of additional factors that may impact the relationship between support pre
and during prison are considered.
Introduction to Social Support
Social support often carries with it a positive connotation. Support conjures thoughts of
assistance, help, aid, and other benefits. Bertera (2005) reported some of these products of
positive support are acceptance, affection, understanding, empathy, and esteem. In contrast,
negative support has received some attention as an important concept as well, though is much
less prevalent in scholarly and public discourse. Negative support may be defined as actions
which are viewed as coercive in nature and cause a degree of fear, where an individual may feel
the need to react with force (Colvin, 2000). Positive support helps, while negative support
introduces stressors or other negative stimuli. Thus, social support has developed into a rather
expansive concept affecting people in a variety of ways. Researchers have applied these concepts
of positive and negative social support to a variety of outcomes: stress (Cobb, 1976); mental
health (Dressler, 1985; Lakey & Orehek, 2011); physical health (Hale et al., 2005; Uchino, 2009;
Wallston et al., 1983); physical activity (Beets et al., 2010; Duncan et al., 2005); and, more
recently, crime (Colvin et al., 2002; Cullen, 1994). Suffice to say, social support is an
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interdisciplinary theoretical concept. Much social support research examines attitudes and
perceptions, but fewer studies consider it across time as it involves the criminal justice system.
Some research even addresses the relationship between social support and incarceration;
however, the time points at which social support is measured is important. For example, Hickert
et al. (2019) considered the relationship between pre-prison support and support after
incarceration. This is important research as it looks at pre- and post-confinement support and
how the two are related.
Social support, which comes from a variety of familial, peer, and collegial networks, is
often posited as an insulating factor in a variety of negative life events: physical health ailments
(Berkman & Syme, 1979), mental health challenges (Cohen and Willis, 1985), sexual
victimization (Kimerling and Calhoun, 1994), and physical abuse (Carlson et al., Rose, 2002).
White et al. (1998) described social support as any influence which either directly helps to adjust
or reduces the effects of stress from negative stimuli. Vaux (1988) refered to social support as
information which leads an individual to believe he or she is offered care and value and belongs
to a network of individuals who will provide these. Positive social support is understood as a
stress-buffer, the presence of which can help to facilitate adaptation in the face of crises (Cobb,
1976). In this way, then, positive support may work to soften any negative effect from adverse
stimuli, including incarceration.
Justice-involved persons likely exist at a deficit when it comes to positive social support,
but may have heightened experiences with negative support. Life experiences for this population
likely limit positive support early in life, continuing into adulthood. While reasons vary, common
examples include strained relationships due to crime involvement, their status as a prisoner, and
decreased community ties. Because of this, it is often difficult for these persons to build a
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network of support or have a stable pool of persons to rely on for support. Early experiences with
precursors to negative support often lead to adult instability (Higgins et al., 2015), one
consequence of which is crime involvement. For justice-involved persons, these early
experiences with social support, while oftentimes negative, are varied (Leigey & Reed, 2010).
This includes a lack of support later in life, to include lower levels of carceral support. Thus, the
social support relationship between early and later life experiences matters, especially for
incarcerated persons, as outcomes such as institutional conduct during, and successful reentry
after, incarceration are linked to positive and negative support.
Some, although not all, precursors to negative social support come in the form of lack of
resources. Access to housing and employment, among other opportunities for social movement,
is typically facilitated through resources. As Mikulincer and Shaver (2008) stated, money can
offer a certain amount of buffering against both physical and psychological pain. This is true for
other negative consequences such as trauma, abuse, and victimization. This buffering effect may
insulate an individual from further pain and suffering. In this respect, financial support exists as
one of the most important types of material social support. Some individuals may end up relying
on others for financial assistance because of blocked access to legitimate opportunities for
housing and employment. According to Duwe and Clark (2011), this is especially true for
criminal justice populations for whom it may be difficult to secure employment, gain access to
housing, obtain reliable transportation, and procure food and other resources. However, this
prospect is more difficult than simply asking for help. Many justice-involved and formerly
justice-involved individuals come from communities characterized by concentrated
disadvantage, stemming from generations of racial inequalities and limited opportunities
(Rodriguez, 2013). Because of this, many of these individuals may not have strong support
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systems to lean on who may offer material support. Instead, these individuals find themselves in
poverty and are forced into situations where they may engage in illegal activities to meet their
needs.
Overview of Social Support
Broadly speaking, positive social support helps to buffer against stressful life events .
(Carver & Scheier, 1994). Beginning in the 1970s, social support gained popularity in the
literature as a coping mechanism for negative life events such as health problems, interpersonal
relationship issues, struggles at work, financial hardships, and other social concerns. Stress
buffering takes place when positive social support mitigates potential negative stimuli. More
probable is the outcome of delaying or ‘softening’ the effects of stress. This may be the case
throughout life, where social support continues to serve a purpose of buffering against negative
life events. Social support may also present an opportunity to assist other healthy coping
strategies such as with meditation and other intrapersonal methods (Berghuis et al., 2022). This
assistance can take place either positively or negatively, as there are, like social support, both
positive and negative coping strategies. An example of a negative coping strategy would be any
type of enabling where the behavior being supported is antisocial. Examples of negative social
support in this instance could be supporting poor habits such as drug use or making excuses for
someone who engages in illegal activity such as drug dealing. The opposite is also true, where
positive social support may aid a prosocial behavior. An example of this would be a parent
congratulating a child for getting good grades in school.
Another benefit in the relationship between social support and reinforcement is that it
enhances an individual’s ability to cope. That is, there may be an accumulation effect, where
instances of positive coping may snowball through positive reinforcement into future uses of
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positive coping due to prior positive experiences. Additionally, this may also create what could
be considered a social support ‘bank’ (Burnett, 2006). Individuals may rely on this bank of
support when needed (e.g., taking advantage of favors such as someone watching a child).
Another goal would be to build a pool of available support, accumulating social capital, so it may
be tapped into when needed. The goal is to build a network of individuals to draw on in times of
need. These may be strong sets of personal relationships which can build trust, cooperation, and
collective action over time. The idea is for social support to gain staying power over time. This
research considers social support across the life-course, or the accumulation of support across
time (Kurtz et al., 2014; Kurtz & Zavala, 2017).
Stress is normal in life with varying coping strategies in response to stressors such as
economic disadvantage, lack of stable housing, physical trauma, and many other sources which
create negative environments and instabilities that may preclude positive social support.
Alternatively, positive social support such as talking with a friend/family member, having
someone who listens to problems, and being provided constructive feedback would serve as
more productive coping mechanisms. However, it is the way in which these events are dealt
with, either positively or negatively, which often defines the stress. Negative coping strategies,
for example, include substance abuse and physical/verbal disagreements and can lead to other
unwanted outcomes such as crime involvement (Jang, 2007). These negative coping strategies
are referred to as self-directed and other-directed and may lead to an increased risk of additional
negative consequences (e.g., incarceration). Monnier et al. (1998) discussed negative or
antisocial coping strategies as depleting future social support due to eroding away of the support
network. Further, Monnier et al. (2000) stated antisocial coping may manifest itself in symptoms
such as with depression and other negative emotions. An example of self-directed negative

12

coping may be substance use, whereas other-directed negative coping includes committing
crimes against a business (e.g., burglary). On the contrary, types of prosocial coping include
watching television, reading, listening to music, exercising, and practicing religion, among others
(Greenway et al., 2007). Positive coping strategies such as these help individuals get through a
period of hardship without acting out negatively, or in an antisocial way.
Types of Social Support
Social support is a complex set of constructs and dimensions which are not treated the
same in all research. This lack of uniformity has not allowed for a generally agreed upon ‘best
practices’ approach for how to capture social support. However, there are four areas around =
which most scholars believe social support research should be centered: instrumental (material)
support, expressive (emotional) support, perceived (valued) support, and received (actual)
support (Lin, 1986; Hochstetler et al., 2010). Support may also be thought of as negative or
positive (Colvin et al., 2002). Table 1 below displays conceptualizations and examples of the
different types of social support.
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Table 1. Conceptualizations and Types of Social Support
Conceptualization/Type

Definition

Tangible
support
including
items such
as financial
aid and
childcare
help.
Expressive Emotional
support
which
comes in
the form of
listening to
an
individual’s
problems
and
providing
possible
solutions.
An
Perceived
individual’s
opinion on
the quality
of support
being
offered.
An
Received
individual’s
opinion on
the quantity
of support
they get.

Example
Having a family member put money on the
commissary account of a prisoner.

Instrumental

A family member spending uninterrupted time in the
visiting room of a prison with a prisoner.

Family members coming to visit a prisoner when their
schedules allow.

A prisoner having the maximum number of allowed
persons on their visiting list while in prison.

Instrumental & Expressive Support
Instrumental support involves providing material items such as financial assistance,
transportation help, and aid with childcare (Lin, 1986). This is the type of support which most
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people seek on a daily basis. Semmer (2008) called this type of support a “problem-solving
mechanism” whereby lending someone money, driving a child to an extracurricular activity, or
by being willing to watch someone’s child there is a tangible affect (p. 236). Another way of
considering this is as direct support. For carceral populations, this often comes in the form of
providing financial assistance, for things such as fines, restitution, court costs, or access to
commissary items, and other tangible resources such as housing and transportation upon release.
Expressive support may also be referred to as emotional support (Vaux, 1988). This, as
well as other types of support, may exist on its own, in conjunction with other types of support,
or as a product of another type of support. Examples of expressive support include, but are not
limited to, listening to a person’s challenges at work, providing input on someone’s struggles,
actively listening to someone using nonverbal cues such as making eye contact, nodding of the
head and facial expressions, providing guidance, and acting as a mentor for a child (Wong et al.,
2005). Ang and Malhotra (2018) added that expressive social support aids in seeking
understanding, sharing sentiments, venting frustrations, and building up self-esteem. In this
respect, then, expressive support assists a person in navigating life’s challenges. One of those
challenges, especially for a person with a deficit in social support, may be crime involvement.
For those who are incarcerated, expressive support can take the form of making and receiving
phone calls. Expressive support may be less visible, as opposed to instrumental support;
however, this does not mean it is any less important. In fact, expressive and instrumental support
may complement one another in developing a more complete profile of social support. That is,
one may flow from the other and visa-versa. Expressive, or emotional, support may be especially
important when someone is incarcerated. Expressive support may provide a “gateway” and
connection to the outside world, one which many individual’s desire. These connections often
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come in the forms of visitations and phone calls from/to family. Some research refers to these
contacts as “the ties that bind” and find these forms of support, in particular prison visitation,
reduce institutional issues such as behavior misconduct (Cochran 2012). This may in turn make
the prison systems safer.
Perceived & Received Support
Perceived social support considers the quality of support received (Haber et al., 2007).
Perception is very individualized and, in this instance, carries with it a debate of quality vs.
quantity when compared to received support. That is, an individual may receive a small amount
of support from a few individuals, but it is rated as high in quality. An example of this is
spending meaningful time with family members where attention is focused on supporting an
individual. Further, this type of support needs to have a value placed on it by the recipient. This
range of values is what makes the support perceived. Often, the value of the support will be
decided based on how it will possibly “enhance the well-being of the recipients” (Shumaker &
Brownell, 1984, p. 13). Is this respect, then, perceived support can be either instrumental or
expressive. The individual conducting the evaluation must use his/her own set of standards,
norms, and expectations to judge its value.
How support is perceived vs. received, where received is actual support, is also important
to consider. Social support varies from person-to-person. There is variation which occurs
between peers and even within families. Individuals in the same peer group or family unit may
perceive varying levels of support based on how helpful it is. Similarly, in criminal justice
settings such as prisons, individuals may perceive varying levels of social support, as an
example. Another way of considering this is perceived being internalized feelings of support and
received being how support is measured externally (e.g., how many people could you call for a
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ride to work?). In another way, received support may be viewed as objective in nature where
concrete numbers of supports, for example, may be counted. Perceived support, alternatively, is
likely to be subjective and highly dependent on the person evaluating its usefulness (Procidano,
1988). Using the example of group criminality, it is important to consider the value which is
placed on support. The evaluator may place a great value (positive) on group criminality, for
example, even though the connotation generally is negative. This may stem from the values or
norms of the assessor in that subculture. Interestingly, in some research, upwards of 30% of the
explained variance in perceived social support is due to some objective measure completed by
the evaluator (Cutrona, 1986). While subjective measures may play a role in evaluating
perceived social support, so too does objectivity.
Received support seeks to quantify the number of people available an individual can
count on in times of need (Melrose et al., 2015). This taps into the idea of having a social
network and support system, or what may be referred to as social capital (Adler & Kwon, 2002).
Social networks, of any size, are important to the construction of social support theories. These
“available pools” of supports should be large enough so individuals can draw on them during
times of need. However, support may not be guaranteed. For example, persons in need of support
should consider the availability of members in their pools as they may not always be able to help.
Thus, timeliness may be an issue. Support may be requested but not received until a later date,
when it is less helpful.
Negative & Positive Support
Positive social support may be generally defined as an interaction between at least two
individuals and involve some type of helpful behavior (Hupcey, 1998). Examples include giving
someone a ride to work or listening to the work challenges of a family member. The term social
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support often carries with it a positive connotation; however, this is not always the case. For
example, while peers on the surface may appear supportive, their actions could take the form of
promoting delinquency and other features of group criminality such as with gang behavior.
Importantly, social support is not either all positive or all negative as it presents as fluid and on a
continuum (Cornwell, 2003). Positive support cannot completely insulate a person from negative
life events and negative support does not entirely account for negative life outcomes. Instead,
these are hypothesized relationships which exist. It is likely there are other factors which
contribute to the relationship between social support and an outcome.
Positive social support is said to “insulate” individuals from negative life events. This
does not mean social support can prevent these events from taking place, but rather intervene and
aid as a possible coping mechanism. Further, White et al. (1998) described positive social
support as any influence which either directly helps to adjust or reduces the effects of stress from
negative stimuli. Vaux (1988) refered to positive social support as information which leads an
individual to believe he or she is offered care and value and belongs to a network of individuals
who will provide this type of assistance. Finally, positive social support may work to buffer the
effects of life stressors such as with work or school. In this way, social support is positioned to
mitigate the effects of stress and other strains (Gee et al., 2006; Kornblith et al., 2001).
One of the challenges with social support in general, but particularly support received, is
deciding whether it is negative or positive. The idea of negative social support may seem
contrary to its intention, but we first must consider the context. It is entirely possible for an
individual to receive strong and consistent support and for it to be negative. Further, an
individual may have a large pool of individuals from which to draw and that group be negative.
An example would be an individual living with his/her ‘family unit’ but being subject to
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drug/alcohol use and criminal activity in that setting. Living as a family unit itself may be
viewed as positive support, on the surface, but what is taking place substantively is negative
(substance abuse, crime). An additional example is being the victim of physical trauma from a
parent/guardian. The parent/guardian represents, again, at least partial stability, but the trauma is
most certainly negative (Crouch et al., 2001; Freisthler et al., 2014).
Type of support, whether instrumental/expressive, perceived/received, or
positive/negative, matters. Experiences with support help to shape a variety of outcomes such as
with crime, deviance, and instability. Social support persists throughout life and therefore shapes
later lifes experiences as well, some of those themselves are support. For example, early life
experiences with negative support in the forms of trauma and abuse influence forms of carceral
support such as with prison visitation.
Traditional Sources of Social Support
Recognizing where social support comes from allows for a better understanding of its
effect on a variety of outcomes. There are both informal and formal sources of social support,
with possible benefits coming from both. Informal supports include family and friends whereas
formal social support comes from sources such as social services and other government agencies.
Each of these types allows for a specific understanding as to how social support evolves across
the life course.
Informal & Formal Sources
Social support emanates from several sources: peers (Helsen et al., 2000), colleagues
(Zellars & Perrewe, 2001), religious institutions (Sherkat & Reed, 1992), and other networks
such as athletics (Rees & Hardy, 2000). Many of these sources provide stability and belonging. It
is also possible for social support to stem from formal sources such as institutions within the
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criminal justice system (police, courts, corrections). These are, however, sometimes viewed as
less helpful (by those subject to them) than informal support due to their coercive and
involuntary nature (Morash et al., 2019).
Family
Likely the most influential source of social support, either positive or negative, comes
from within the family unit (Vaux, 1988). This is because we spend a great deal of
impressionable years in these settings. Family members, as well as others living together,
provide much needed resources for one another. Sociological and criminological theories have
long understood this idea of family as a resource to explain other phenomena such as
involvement in crime. For some theorists, this is the idea of bonds between individuals and its
roots are found in sociological theory, beginning with Durkheim's (2005) work regarding
anomie. In Suicide, Durkheim (2005, p.382) stated, “Anomie indeed springs from the lack of
collective forces at certain points in society; that is, of groups established for the regulation of
social life.” Suicide is just one social phenomena, but the idea of lacking support or resources
applies to other outcomes as well. Vaux (1988) said weak social ties or bonds often leads to
negative consequences, of which crime is one. Other theories consider especially the role of
parenting in providing support and stability in families. Hirschi (1969) spent considerable time
discussing bonds in his social control theory and the implications for delinquency if those are
weakened or absent. There is considerable evidence that bonds through parenting are particularly
important in family settings and the building blocks of social support overall.
Mallinckrodt (1991) stated the relationship between parent-child bonds and later social
support is important as it often speaks to the emotional development and adjustment of children.
This includes not just in interactions with parents and family, but with peers and others as well.
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Whether or not these early relationships are healthy (positive) or negative will likely influence
well-being. As support, Mallinckrodt (1992) found early parental bonds are responsible for
predicting an increase in social support later in life. It seems early bonding with parents, in the
form of caring, compassion, and warmth, are associated with better outcomes, including greater
levels of social support received in the future.
The ‘traditional’ family unit is maybe not now what it was historically in the U.S.
(Nicholson, 1997). That is, contemporaryfamily units now may look a little different from fifty
years ago. Historically, we may think of the immediate family as comprising a heterosexual
married couple and children. Other immediate family members include grandparents and other
legal guardians. However, family units living together have expanded to include aunts/uncles,
cousins, nieces/nephews, and other blood relatives, as well as non-married significant others and
other, non-blood individuals. This latter group is comprised of what are referred to as secondary
family members, though these secondary family members may be similarly situated as
immediate family to supplement much needed support. Dressler (1985) found extended family
members, or secondary individuals, are often considered primary sources of social support in
certain communities, particularly within the Black community. This may allude to the shifting
nature of family units being non-traditional and speak to the idea of support coming from several
different sources. There may also be carceral significance here as primary family members such
as parents or siblings end up incarcerated (limiting their ability to provide support) and it is
secondary family members who rise in saliency.
In families, social control is often enforced by parents or some other guardian. While
parents and guardians are responsible for enforcing rules and influencing behavior, the sanctions
available to them are informal in nature. Options available to family members include
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consequences, setting rules, and other elements of control such as curfews. That is, they carry
different consequences from formal sources such as arrest, prosecution, and punishment from the
criminal justice system. Additionally, families operate differently in terms of norms and
expectations (Cialdini, 2007). These dynamics help to drive and facilitate the support which is
offered. At the family-level, the idea is to instill and promote social support (Rook & Ituarte,
1999) which will ideally either remain stable or positively increase throughout life. This family
efficacy is dependent on how compatible individuals in a unit are, as well as the supervision of
parents/guardians toward children. If there is an absence or breakdown of informal social
control, other unwanted behaviors may become more likely. Unfortunately, sometimes family
matters cannot be handled informally.
Marriage
Laub et al. (1998) found positive marriages are a social bond which help individuals to
desist from criminal behavior over time. Marriage is certainly part of family social support but
may also exist as an independent protective factor against negative consequences. In times of
stress, marriage may act as buffer and have the ability to ‘soften the blow’ of negative life events
such as death, loss, and other turmoil. Goodwin and Cramer (2000) found while marriage exists
as representing support generally, there are very much individual aspects to each relationship. It
may be couples are able to tailor support to the specific needs of the other individual. Cutrona
and Suhr (1994) refered to this as ‘supportive interaction’, where positive communication is
important. Sullivan et al. (2010) stated problem-solving and personal support discussions are
additional aspects of a marriage which are important to social support. However, there are
gendered differences with marriage as well. Men tend to receive a majority of support from a
spouse and report greater satisfaction with their marriage, whereas women report larger networks

22

of support and receive support from more sources outside of marriage (Antonucci & Akiyama,
1987). So, marriage may not have the same effect on social support for men as it does for
women.
Social Support Over the Life-Course
In addition to a growth of more ‘blended’ families over time, who is offering support
changes over time as well. Additionally, the individual conducting the evaluation of family
changes with the person, as well as how support is used. We also know from some
criminological theories the importance of family and peers changes over time (Akers, 1985).
While parents and guardians are influential throughout life, peers rise to a new level of
importance during adolescence (Wentzel, 1998). The role of peer social support does not
necessarily replace that of parents, rather it becomes more salient during this time. Vaux (1988,
p. 228-229) provides an excellent conceptual map of developmental changes in social support
throughout life. While the role of parents remains stable across life, the influence of other family
members changes. For example, as individuals age, the salience of siblings and other extended
family members fluctuates. This is likely due to the large reliance on parents for infants and
children at a young age and then this decreases over time. However, it should be noted parents
continue to maintain a supportive presence in the lives of children, even if just as a safety net
(Cooney & Uhlenberg, 1992). The parental role in a child’s life is thus transcendent over time.
Peers, however, become very important during adolescence and there may be additional ebbs and
flows over time. These dynamics are likely to change again as individuals age and have children
of their own.
Developmental theories acknowledge that both early and later life experiences matter in
the understanding of crime (Sampson & Laub, 1997; Laub and Sampson, 1993). To be specific,
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it is necessary to acknowledge that childhood experiences matter to outcomes later in life. This
may be true with instances such as juvenile delinquency and later instances of adult criminality
or, as is the focus of this paper, how early indicators of social support, both positive and negative
ones, predict supportive experiences while incarcerated. While there is likely some relationship
between these two types of support it is not necessarily static nor fixed in that there are other
experiences which take place in adulthood, such as going to prison or committing a specific type
of crime, which may moderate this relationship.
As social support is not static nor fixed for those in the general population, so too it is
variant for individuals in prison. In many of the same ways support may “yo-yo” or
“boomerang” (ebb-and-flow) for individuals in society, something similar may take place for
those who are incarcerated. For example, an individual may enjoy adequate amounts of social
support from family but then experience a drop after committing a crime. There then may be a
reemergence of this support after consequences are dulled out and an individual ends up in
prison. Families and others may come back into the life of an individual at this point and lift that
person up or “rally” around them while incarcerated (Wallace et al., 2016). The opposite may
also be true, where an individual experiences a drop in support while incarcerated. Jacoby and
Kozie-Peak (1997) found individuals report at least moderate support from family while
incarcerated. There are several factors which may condition levels of support while incarcerated.
These include the nature of the crime, relationship to the victim, mental health status, substance
abuse needs, and, importantly, the amount and type of support prior to prison.
Social Support During Incarceration
Social support for justice-involved persons goes beyond the carceral experience. In fact,
support has ties to longer term success in the justice system such as with improved institutional
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behavior, easier reentry back into society, and reduced chances of recidivism. In a sense, social
support is about safety and stability. Though, social support may be particularly important for
individuals who have been previously or are currently justice-involved. This is because aspects
of instrumental social support such as assistance with obtaining employment and housing are
especially challenging for this population. Many of these challenges are tied up in exclusionary
practices where employers and landlords are unwilling to hire and provide housing to those with
a criminal history. However, instrumental social support may allow for these challenges to be
somewhat alleviated. Family members who are able and willing to provide networking
opportunities for employment, as well as a place to reside, could be extremely impactful for
these individuals. Working, not to mention gainful employment, is all too often a luxury for
many former and currently justice-involved individuals. But, employment may serve as source of
positive instrumental support and a buffer against unwanted life events. Visher et al. (2011)
found a consistent work history pre-incarceration improves chances of employment once
released. In this case, employment facilitates social support which is manifested through the
building of relationships and other forms of stability offered by a job (Pleggenkuhle et al., 2017).
This instrumental support, which may lead to other types of support such as emotional assistance
from coworkers, for example, is important as it creates a sense of stability for individuals.
Carceral social support is important as it facilitates improved institutional behavior for
inmates (Jiang et al., 2005) and better reentry experiences (Cochran, 2014) for individuals when
they leave prison. However, receiving and maintaining social support while incarcerated is a
challenge for all involved. Several barriers may exist for why social supports may be drained
during a period of incarceration and include an inability to visit due to a lack of resources,
strained relationships among family members, restrictions imposed by prison systems (visitation
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hours, number of visitors, etc.), the isolating environment which characterizes the carceral
experience, and the physical distance which often exists between prisons and the communities
where individuals come from (Hairston, 2003; Pleggenkuhle et al., 2018). Because of this, there
is ample room for improvement in terms of increasing access to carceral social support.
Increased access to social support while incarcerated will allow prisoners to maintain healthy ties
to family and improve reentry outcomes such as employment and housing options (Denney et al.,
2014; Meyers et al., 2017). Successful reentry is critical as it will hopefully reduce instances of
return to prison and the support which is necessary to help facilitate these outcomes begins
during incarceration with access to positive social support. La Vigne et al. (2004) found 50% of
individuals reentering society cite family as the most important source for keeping them out of
prison. The researchers also find those who received positive social support pre-incarceration are
less likely to return to prison after being released, as opposed to those who received negative
support pre-prison. Visher et al. (2004) found families are an important source of both
instrumental and expressive support when returning home from prison. There is still much which
is unknown regarding what facilitates supportive experiences during and after incarceration
(Hickert et al., 2019; Young & Turanovic, 2020). Further, there is still more to be understood
regarding these relationships and the conditioning with other factors which may take place.
Individuals serving time in a correctional facility are often cut off from many contacts
involving family and friends (Biggam & Power, 1997). Individuals in prisons are in a unique
position of lacking social support due to the (un)natural constraints placed on their
communication. Prisons themselves serve as very real and symbolic gestures to all that those
inside and outside there is a separation from the rest of society. Imposing physical structures and
the isolated locations of many prisons paint a picture of keeping those in, in and keeping those
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out, out. Restrictions on phone calls, the use of email, no access to (permissible) cell phones, and
limited in-person contact all characterize this dearth of available support. Because of this,
prisoners must seek social support elsewhere. Prisoners seek alternative support while
incarcerated for several reasons, all of which are barriers. One is the physical distance which
exists between prisoners and their families (Young et al., 2019). Family members may be able to
visit prisoners who are incarcerated, but there are oftentimes challenges which exist such as a
lack of resources, transportation issues, scheduling conflicts, and childcare (Tasca, 2016). When
these visits are not possible, or do not take place regularly, prisoners must seek support
elsewhere.
Visitation
There are few contacts as important as in-person communication which can often bolster
perceptions of social support. This is especially important in a carceral setting, where much
contact is highly controlled and limited. Individuals in prison suffer tremendously from the
deprivation of in-person contact (Sykes, 1958). In the best situations, individuals in prison have
drastically reduced contact with family members and others from the outside. Central to this
limited contact is the physical distance which exists between prisoners and their families (Clark
& Duwe, 2017). Practically speaking, when an individual is sentenced to prison, they are forcibly
removed from their living environment, which oftentimes is with family (Naser & Visher, 2006).
The disruption of social support can have disastrous affects for the individuals going to prison
and not just while they are away but upon their return to society as well. In addition to impacts
on institutional behavior and community reentry, prison social support and in particular prison
visitation, has a relationship with reoffending as well. Meyers et al. (2017) found increased
visitation during incarceration by family greatly reduces the risk of recidivism upon release from

27

prison. Unfortunately, some prisoners experience few visits while incarcerated as family
members stay away.
Geographic and structural barriers limit visitation, so when a person is incarcerated
further away from their home it may be more difficult for family to visit them. There is an
additional physical distance which is created between prisoners and their family during a period
of incarceration. According to Christian (2005), many prison facilities are geographically
isolated and located in rural and/or remote areas of the U.S. and away from the urban centers
where many of the families of prisoners live. Not only are these institutions difficult to access,
but it also takes a great deal of time to do so. Because of these often-remote settings, prisons are
not always accessible through public transportation such as light rail and bus systems. Instead,
visitors must have access to an automobile and the resources to pay for gasoline, food, lodging,
and other expenses which may be incurred during travel. Additional barriers to prison visitation
include the need for family members to take time off work, very specific visiting hours/days of
the week, and other institutional rules such as possessing the proper identification and limitations
on who and how many individuals can visit at once (Flynn, 2014; Comfort, 2003; Pleggenkuhle
et al., 2018; Tewksbury & DeMichele, 2005). Christian (2005) refered to these challenges as
‘collateral consequences’ to incarceration, meaning that it is not just the act of incapacitation
which is felt but the ancillary challenges as well.
Because of this, contacts and social ties, during a period of incarceration tend to be
weaker strictly because of the physical distance between an individual and family members.
Additionally, less tangible barriers also isolate individuals and erodes away many contacts and
social ties which may have existed prior to incarceration. For example, some individuals report
they do not wish to have family visit them in prison as it is too difficult to be seen in that setting
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(Pleggenkuhle et al., 2018). It may also be family ties are strained due to an inability to visit
loved ones in prison over a lack of resources. There may also be negative pre-prison expressive
support symptoms for why visitations do not take place. A family unit may have been living in
dysfunction as characterized by trauma, substance abuse, and living in poverty (Greene et al.,
2000). There is a certain amount of shame and embarrassment which comes with being
incarcerated and often prisoners do not want family to see them in that context (Pleggenkuhle et
al., 2018). It may also be there are ill-feelings from family members towards incarcerated
individuals, of loss, rejection, abandonment, and those may be stoking the feeling of less support
(DeHart et al., 2014; Wakefield & Wildeman, 2011). Prisons themselves also pose a symbolic
barrier to visitation. Goffman (1961) refered to this type of setting as a ‘total institution.’ Indeed,
prison systems in the United States are exactly this. The very nature of prison walls, for example,
conjures ideas of keeping prisoners in and society out. This symbolic barrier which prisons
impose may not be so fictional. The prison environment may be so imposing it alone turns
family members away from visiting. The prison experience is often viewed as a negative
environment and many individuals wish to avoid this at all costs.
When visitations do occur, there is strong evidence for their use to both build and
continue social support for incarcerated individuals. Jiang and Winfree (2006) reported social
support while incarcerated may help to fight against further alienation individuals experience
while in prison. This is important as prisons are set up to be isolating environments. Prisons in
general are uninviting for a reason. Their purpose is to punish, at least partly, and part of that
punishment has historically involved taking away support systems, whether intentional or not.
However, Duwe and Clark (2011) stated family visits during incarceration can assist in the
processes of establishing, maintaining, and enhancing social support. These three outcomes are
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important as they are likely to have positive implications for successful reentry to society.
Finally, Cochran (2014) found early and consistent visitation of prisoners to be especially
important as predictive of lower recidivism rates. The benefits of prison visitation may then be
viewed as transitional in nature. That is, there are the institutional benefits of decreased conduct
violations (a safer prison) and reentry benefits of reducing recidivism (ideally less crime).
Visitation, as an indicator of support, may have qualities where the benefits are available in
several different settings. Prison visitation has also been shown to improve relationships between
family members upon release (La Vigne, 2004). In this way, prison visitation may serve to
stabilize family relationships during incarceration so they may be further improved upon postrelease.
Phone Calls
Using the telephone to make outbound calls is another way prisoners can stay in touch
with family while incarcerated. While the research regarding benefits of accessibility to phone
use in prison is limited, there is substantial commentary surrounding the lack of accessibility.
Hayes et al. (2018) found obstructed access to phone use in prison inhibits long-term
effectiveness of certain programming such as practicing parenting skills. These results are
incredibly important for a discussion surrounding social support as staying in contact with
family, in this case children, should foster more positive social support. Using phones allows
prisoners and family members to stay in contact, with the frequency possibly being increased
compared to visits, due to convenience and accessibility. Prison phone use also allows for added
benefits which go beyond the support in that moment. For example, Celinska and Sung (2014)
found inmates who make/receive phone calls as miuch less likely to commit institutional
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infractions. This may speak to some of the staying power of carceral social support on later
outcomes. However, staying in contact via the telephone has challenges as well.
The first barrier is financially related. Downs (2013) reported family members can spend
as much as $200 per month accepting phone calls from individuals in prison. This is on top of
any other phone bill the family pays per month. If families are already strained financially, this
will place an additional burden on their resources. This financial instability may have contributed
to negative interactions previously and could also account for lower levels of support received
while incarcerated. There are also possible conflicts in scheduling times to talk (Fulcher, 2013).
Prisoners are not always free to use the phones whenever they would like. If family members are
working, in school, or otherwise unavailable, they may not be able to accept incoming calls.
While talking on the phone is preferable to no contact, there are still challenges with this mode of
communication. This appears to be especially salient in relationships between parents and their
children. As an example, Clarke et al. (2005, p.232) reported of father’s talking on the phone,
“hearing the sound of their child…getting me through the day.” This is a strong sentiment. Phone
communication also appears to be the preferred method of contact with family, as opposed to
mail, due to the convenience and cost savings for prisoners (Clarke et al., 2005). There is also an
element of immediacy as phone calls allow communication to take place in “real-time” with
feedback taking place in that moment.
Religious Support
Kerley and Copes (2009) found many prisoners turn to religious institutions as a means
of support while incarcerated. Religion may act as social support in prison for several reasons.
The first is religion may add a sense of purpose and belonging for an individual. Another reason
may be the companionship which is created by practicing a faith alongside others who share
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similar views. Finally, religion may add structure for an individual where it may otherwise be
lacking. Clear et al. (2000) separated these three reasons into two groups, the individual
phenomena (i.e., purpose and belonging) and the group phenomena. Thus, there are both intrinsic
and collective reasons for why individuals may seek religion in prison as a form of support.
Duwe and King (2013) found religious program involvement significantly reduces reoffending
and there is a possible mentoring component driving some of this. Mentoring may allow for a
modelling of behavior to take place where individuals can learn from one another. Mandhouj et
al. (2014) stated religion may also act as a form of coping in prison, where individuals can
practice altruism and become less concerned with not just themselves. Taken together, religion
may be viewed as a coping strategy against further alienation while incarcerated. Religious and
spiritual services provide not only opportunities for fellowship with other individuals, but also
instill a sense of order to an individual’s life. That is, helping a person make sense of their life.
Much of this support is based in fellowship as it comes back to feeling a sense of belonging and
being cared about.
The right to religious freedom is part of the establishment clause in the First Amendment
to the United States Constitution. As this applies to practicing religious freedom in prison, the
U.S. Supreme Court ruled in favor of inmates in Cruz v. Beto (1972). However, this only
guarantees the right to religious freedom and does not consider limitations. For example,
lockdowns due to security issues and disease outbreaks, scheduling access in shared spaces, and
competition with work and recreational time may create barriers to practicing religion (Thomas
& Zaitzow, 2006). It may also be some prisoners are unaware of religious options available and
therefore are unable to take advantage of those opportunities (Camp et al., 2003). There are a

32

variety of reasons an inmate may experience problems with accessing religion and the support it
offers.
Barriers to Carceral Support
Individuals are deprived of certain support systems while incarcerated. Related to Sykes'
(1958) work, a loss of materials goods (instrumental support) and relationships (expressive
support) is relevant to this discussion. Because of these deprivations, as well as others,
individuals in prison must often learn to cope without a readily available support system. Support
while incarcerated is important in that individuals experience a variety of deficits while in prison.
Besides custodial/treatment staff and other prisoners, which may be either supportive or
adversarial, individuals in prison have very few options of where to turn for support. Some
individuals may turn to religion or other spiritual outlets, which have been found to offer purpose
and belonging (Kerley & Copes, 2009). Others look to stay in contact with families and friends
through visits and making/receiving phone calls. These forms of contact all allow for some
connection in what is otherwise an isolating environment. It is also necessary to discuss that with
incarcerated individuals, as previously discussed, family dynamics become even more
complicated. That is, relationships may come from outside ‘traditional’ family units where
secondary family members such as aunts, cousins, or others play an increased role in offering
support during incarceration (Casey-Acevedo & Bakken, 2002). This broadening of support
networks may include individuals outside of even the secondary family unit such as with peers,
coworkers, or classmates.
In sum, social support during incarceration is important as it facilitates improved
institutional behavior for inmates, successful reentry to society from prison, and reduces
recidivism, to name a few benefits. Opportunities for carceral support are often limited, with
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visitation, phone calls, and religion being three instances where help may be available. These are
important as there may be opportunities to better understand how support evolves over time,
from childhood to adulthood, as well as transcends a carceral experience. There are, however,
barriers to this carceral support which impede its delivery and reception.
Indicators of Social Support Pre-Incarceration
Understanding precursors to social support from childhood into adulthood offers some
insight into the evolution and continuation of support. Instrumental and expressive social support
are indicated as two important types of support. Resources such as reliable housing and finances
are often indicators of stability, or at least security, and predict more positive outcomes later in
life such as ability to cope with trauma (Pettus-Davis, 2014). Each of these types of support can
offer some buffer when faced with adverse life events, setting a person up with the necessary
structure to cope and persevere. Thus, the importance may not necessarily be avoiding negative
outcomes but rather being able to positively cope due to the structures in place to assist. Early
indicators of social support matter in that they evolve and represent change over the life course.
The following section considers the role of family and stability in childhood and its evolution
over time. Early life experiences with social support are likely to relate with later adult support,
particularly during times of incarceration and other justice-involved periods.
Positive Indicators of Social Support Pre-Incarceration
Positive social support may be captured in a variety of ways. As a broad theoretical
construct, there are several indicators of both instrumental (material) and expressive (emotional)
positive support. As examples, positive tangible support may be indicated by receiving financial
assistance from family members and positive emotional support by living as a family unit. Both
of these factors are considered into adulthood. Each of these specific variables helps to better
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understand the positive social support an individual is receiving. These are not the only ways to
make sense of positive social support, however, as there are implications for the relationship
between these variables and carceral experiences. Varying experiences with these may preclude
visitation, receiving/making phone calls, and engaging in religious services while incarcerated
which may in turn bolster positive outcomes for institutional behavior, transition to community,
and reoffending.
Positive social support early in life carries a variety of rewarding outcomes for the future.
For example, Sarason et al. (1986) found positive social support to be predictive of receiving
more support from parents in the future in the forms of affection, interest, and empathy. These
results hold true for several years, displaying a certain degree of stability over time (Chappell &
Funk, 2011; Walen & Lachman, 2000). Results such as these are especially significant regarding
carceral populations. This is important as the stability of positive social support, even within a
carceral population, can have positive effects on institutional behavior and success upon reentry
(Butler, 2019; Clone & DeHart, 2014). Carceral social support offers opportunities to increase
stability during reentry and also improved security in prisons through reduced infractions.
Family Support & Experiences
Parents, or other guardians, are often viewed as the heads of family units and are the
foundations of social support due to a status as leader. Thus, these individuals have a profound
impact, either positively or negatively, on children. Parenting as a concept is quite valuable in
many areas of both criminology and sociology. Criminological theories have consistently
understood the importance of parenting as evidenced in Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) general
theory of crime and Akers' (1985) social learning theory. For Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990),
parenting is important insomuch as it establishes self-control in children, often at a very early
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age. This is accomplished through effective supervision and appropriate punishment. Punishment
in this sense should be authoritative (commanding respect) and not authoritarian, as the latter
imposes a degree of coercion (negative social support) over its subjects using power and control,
which in turn may create a sense of fear that an individual feels compelled to act, often
negatively, towards. Overly harsh or inconsistent punishment may be viewed as authoritarian
(coercive) or not adequately addressing an undesirable behavior. Both can be problematic as they
may be erratic in nature as well. For Akers (1985) and social learning theory, parenting matters
as this is who children interact with and learn from. Further, it is being exposed to and adopting
definitions which are favorable to a certain behavior that is important. Akers (1985) also said
behaviors may be learned through imitation and reinforced by others. Thus, under social learning
theory, parents can exert a tremendous amount of influence over behaviors of children.
Stability
Early life experiences with social and economic stability are predictors of future success.
Having a place to live and receiving financial assistance are both considered necessities and
important to stability. Despite this, the number of individuals living in unstable housing
situations, characterized as living in overcrowded structures or homeless shelters, reached to over
one million during the economic recession of 2007-2009 (Murphy et al., 2014). Stable housing
may be the most important form of instrumental and expressive support as it lays a foundation
for not only a place to live, but also the fostering of relationships between family members.
Additionally, some states require proof of housing (often investigated by a corrections officer)
before release from prison will be granted (Metraux & Culhane, 2004). This is an atmosphere
where children may receive help with homework or guidance for how in navigating social or
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employment challenges, for example. These environments can provide individuals with the skills
necessary to cope positively with stress.
Living with family members provides several opportunities to spend time together,
creating familial and social stability. These environments may also create the opportunity to
increase the size of support networks. In this capacity, family members may spend time together
having meals, socializing, working, and taking care of children. There is a certain amount of
accountability and responsibility which comes with engaging in these tasks, like nurturing
relationships. It also gives family members the chance to improve communication and problemsolve (Forgatch & Patterson, 1989). While there will also be challenges of living together, the
hope is living as a family unit will ultimately generate greater levels of support for one another
due to a developed understanding and appreciation. Ultimately, families living together should
be modeling and practicing prosocial behavior towards one another. Swick (2006) stated all too
often contentious family situations are dealt with through violence. Instead, positive coping skills
should be the focus of these interactions. Regarding housing, another important support
structure, living with family members, may act as an ‘insulating factor’ against negative
consequences for the future.
Negative Indicators of Social Support Pre-Incarceration
Negative social support may be also understood as coercion, or instilling a sense of fear
in someone which compels that individual to act negatively (Colvin, 2000). Negative social
support is not just the absence of positive social support, but the introduction of an adverse
stimuli such as physical or sexual abuse from a family member. Negative social support may
cause distress, if it is chronic or consistent in nature, and this may lead to negative consequences
such as criminal behavior (Colvin, 2000). This is unless a positive coping mechanism is
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employed. It could be that positive coping mechanisms cannot completely insulate an individual
from the effects of negative support but instead soften the impact.
The term “social support” generally carries a positive connotation; however, there are
possible negative aspects to any social relationship (Cohen, 2000). Whether a relationship is
determined to be positive or negative is also subject to the individual conducting the evaluation.
This subjectivity may make it difficult to accurately understand the impact of social support. As
an example, a gang member may rate someone he or she associates within the gang as a positive
support. To that person, they may receive acceptance, belonging, resources, and advice.
However, most individuals not in the gang subculture would view such a relationship as negative
due to the presence of a criminal associate as a criminogenic factor (Whited et al., 2017).
There is a theoretical precedent for understanding the relationship between negative
social support and crime. Colvin (2000) said criminality is most likely to occur when an
individual is exposed to repeated negative social support. It is this repetition, or continued
exposure, along with the degree (low vs. high) and frequency (consistent vs. erratic), which leads
to a greater propensity for crime. Colvin (2000) very broadly refered to this negative social
support as coercion and states these negative stimuli create a sense of fear in the recipient and
forces him/her to react negatively. An example would be an individual in a family subject to
physical abuse as a form of “discipline” and later engaging in violent crime as a coping
mechanism. Coercion may come in the form of either impersonal forces, such as with rival
gangs, or interpersonal forces in the form of parents (Unnever et al., 2004; Baron, 2009). For
Colvin (2000), coercion creates a social-psychological deficit which includes additional negative
emotions such as anger, low self-control, weak social bonds, and coercive ideation.
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Colvin's (2000) proposition surrounding degree and frequency with which coercion is
applied helps to add clarity to the discussion of negative social support. The degree to which
coercion can be applied is either low or high in magnitude. For Colvin (2000), coercion can be
experienced in being told to do something (low) or being physically forced to participate in an
unwanted behavior (high). Coercion which is high in magnitude is likely to lead to a greater
propensity for crime. Additionally, coercion can also be applied either inconsistently or
consistently in terms of frequency. These frequencies also matter to the discussion of coercion
and crime as the consistent application of coercion is more likely to generate engagement in
criminal behavior. It would follow then coercion which is both high in magnitude and consistent
in frequency would result in the increased propensity for criminal behavior.
Negative social support is a broad concept which can be conceptualized in a number of
ways. For example, negative support may include financial instability and precursors such as
growing up in poverty, receiving welfare, and living in public housing. These may be understood
as negative precursors of instrumental means that may lead to an overall deficit of social
supportive experiences. In these situations, there is a lack of financial stability and/or resources.
Similarly, there are precursors of negative social support recognized through family instability or
expressive support. Examples of these precursors include family substance abuse, family
criminal history, growing up in foster care, and being subject to trauma such as physical and
sexual abuse. Thus, negative social support is a broad theoretical concept which takes many
forms in how it is associated with childhood experiences.
Many negative indicators of social support discussed below are possibly related and
overlapping. While each exists separately, there is some connection in that one life event may
predict another such as with growing up in foster care and later incarceration. It may also be that
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there is an accumulation effect, where persons may accumulate a number of negative life
experiences and therefore be at a deficit of positive social support. The presence of one or
several of these factors may point to the amount of negative support someone has previously
experienced, and may relate to later social support experiences.
Negative Family Experiences
Family Substance Abuse. Familial substance abuse has several deleterious effects on
children and its members. Negative outcomes include financial insecurity (Stephens & Aparicio,
2017), physical/sexual abuse (Walsh et al., 2003), lack of supervision (Slesnick et al., 2014),
unstable housing (Pagare et al., 2004), emotional voids (Yang & Solis, 2002), psychological
distress (Hanson et al., 2006), and behavioral problems (Smith & Wilson, 2016). Another
possible negative outcome to family substance abuse is crime involvement. The empirical
evidence surrounding family substance abuse as a predictor of future crime involvement for
children is likely indirect. That is, it may be through another, moderating factor such as foster
care (Cunningham & Finlay, 2013) or economic strain (Phillips et al., 2006) that this relationship
exists. Further, researchers have studied the effect of family substance abuse being passed down
from one generation to the next (Bailey et al., 2006) and some results show a cyclical pattern.
It is possible familial substance abuse also has disastrous effects on social support
throughout the life course. This could be due to a lack of ability to care for children when dealing
with substance abuse issues. Another possibility is children may have to seek support outside the
family in these situations. Wolock & Magura (1996) found family substance abuse does have a
negative impact on the functioning of a family, as indicated by child welfare or a lack of
financial stability. Parents may struggle to adequately support a child or children, either
tangibility or emotionally, while dealing with substance abuse problems. These issues are no
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doubt compounded if both parents are involved with substance abuse. Issues stemming from
substance abuse and social support may take the form of lack of expressive support where
parents are unable to properly care for their children, supervise/monitor them, correct their
behavior, or dull out appropriate punishment (Harmer et al., 1999). For the most part, research
agrees familial substance abuse leads to mostly negative outcomes (Lander et al., 2013; Wolock
& Magura, 1996). The effects can be felt a number of ways and instability is one of those.
Family Criminal History. Prior criminal history carries a stigma and with it a lifetime of
negative consequences. These consequences oftentimes have everlasting affects for not only the
person donning the ‘scarlet letter’ but also the family. Children may suffer from shame,
embarrassment, guilt, resentment, and a variety of other negative emotions due to the criminal
history of a family member. These negative emotions may be aggravated by several other factors
such as peer ridicule, type(s) of crime(s), and community ostracization. The effects of parental
incarceration on childhood well-being are well documented and include such negative outcomes
as foster care placement (Johnson & Waldfogel, 2002), economic insecurity (Geller et al., 2009),
and delinquency (Aaron & Dallaire, 2010). However, the relationship between family criminal
history and future criminal history for children is less clear (Wakefield & Wildeman, 2011). It is
difficult to tease out what this relationship is by being able to identify what makes family
criminal history a risk factor for children. Some researchers question whether crimes such as
physical and sexual abuse can be passed down from one generation to the next (Dhawan &
Marshall, 1996; Malinosky-Rummell & Hansen, 1993). Instead of this intergenerational crime
theory, it may be more likely family criminal history creates several social ills such as absent
parenting, lack of supervision, and little nurturing, which in turn creates these problems for the
future.
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The influence of family criminal history may continue to affect the development of social
support into adulthood. Criminal history acts as a barrier to social support by preventing family
members from having contact with persons who are incarcerated. Individuals wishing to visit
family members in prison must often consent to a background check before being allowed into
the prison. Oftentimes, individuals with certain criminal convictions are restricted from entering
these facilities. Regarding this exclusion of visitors to correctional facilities, Boudin et al. (2013,
pg. 165) stated, “Not just anyone can visit a prisoner. Policies often exclude individuals with
criminal records from visiting, with the likely goal of diminishing security risks and negative
influences.” Similar policies are seen in community corrections, where individuals on probation
or parole supervision are sometimes forbidden from residing in a residence where there are other
individuals with felony convictions living. These are very limiting policies, as the authors go on
to discuss, because many prisoners come from families and communities where being formerly
justice-involved is likely. For example, Tonry (1995) reported nearly one in three African
American males between the ages 20-29 are under some form of correctional control (probation,
parole, jail, prison) on any given day. Given these statistics and correctional policies in place in
many areas, it becomes very difficult for current prisoners to receive the support necessary while
incarcerated due to additional justice-involved family members.
Taken together, criminally-involved family impacts social support experiences across the
life course due to the instability it creates and may hinder the development or existence of social
support in adulthood. If family members are not present due to incarceration and other justiceinvolved obligations, this takes away from the support they may provide. Luther (2015)
examined some of the challenges family incarceration in particular causes and the lack of

42

stability is significant. This lack of stability may be characterized by financial difficulties and
residential instability.
Foster Care. A child in a foster care system has likely experienced an accumulation of
negative life experiences leading to that placement and can further diminish experiences of
positive social support. Examples of these negative experiences include trauma/abuse (Crea et
al., 2017), parental incarceration (Johnson & Waldfogel, 2002), and maltreatment/neglect
(Hulette et al., 2011). Foster care placements are intended as last resorts for children in negative
environments. Unfortunately, these placements may result in placing a child in a similarly
situated environment. Besinger et al. (1999) found as many as 79% of caregivers in a child
protective services study to have substance abuse issues. Other negative consequences to foster
care placement include physical/sexual abuse (Hobbs et al., 1999; Euser et al., 2013),
maltreatment/neglect (Benedict et al., 1996), and separation from family, instability from one
environment to another, and exposure to negative influences (Benedict et al., 1996; Buehler et
al., 2000). One of these negative influences may come from other children in the home who are
delinquent, for example. Thus, there is a tremendous amount of overlap which exists between
why children end up in foster care and what may happen to children when in foster care. These
negative influences at both points of the foster care system may create a sense of distrust and
other negative outcomes for the child. So, in this way, an indicator of negative social support
such as foster care is both an outcome itself of other negative life events (poor biological
parenting), as well as a possible predictor of other experiences such as negative social support
later in life. One of these such later life experiences is criminal involvement and incarceration.
Doyle (2008) found 20% of individuals in U.S. prisons under the age of 30 spent at least part of
their childhood in foster care. This points to the possible relationship which exists between
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certain indicators of childhood negative support, such as living in foster care, and subsequent
later life outcomes as indicated by criminal justice system involvement.
Foster care may carry with it an uphill challenge to developing adequate social support
over the life course. Jones (2014) reported youths from non-foster care situations leave home
permanently somewhere between the ages 23-28. On the contrary, youth in foster care are often
on their own at age 18, without the assistance of any support system. This can make transitions
into stable housing, higher education, a career, and other adult benchmarks very difficult. When
an individual enters a foster care system, biological relatives such as parents may lose track of
them. This may also make it challenging to sustain any type of familial relationship if an
individual ends up incarcerated. Visitation and carceral contact presents barriers for even the
most well-intentioned families, let alone those who may have lost contact with one another. It
has been argued much of the policy regarding foster youth and “aging out” of this care system
has centered around helping youths develop strategies of self-sufficiency (Curry & Abrams,
2015). However, it is believed helping to build support networks may hold value as well for
future stability.
Economic Instabilities. Financial and resource-based aspects of overall stability have a
strong relationship with how social support is experienced. Being in a position where more
resources are available is likely to lead to greater access to positive social support experiences
such as with housing and other tangible items.
Welfare. Some types of social support (e.g., instrumental) are more difficult to obtain
when there is a lack of available resources. This may be the case in communities characterized
by disadvantage and poverty. Receiving welfare, or other forms of government assistance such
as Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) benefits, does not necessarily allow for
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excess resources to share in a family. This could also set children up for a lifetime of challenges
where the effects may be carried with them throughout life. As such, it is important to understand
whether those in poverty are then at a disadvantage when it comes to social support. Böhnke
(2008) found culture plays a role in this relationship in that those living in poverty are more
likely to be socially distanced from others, across all cultures studied. However, culture plays a
role especially as it pertains to those of minority status. Van Hulst et al. (2011) found the
interaction between poverty and being a minority citizen has negative effects on the health of
children in a family. This may be due to a lack of access to proper medical resources and
adequate care in areas characterized by disadvantage.
It is also important to tease out exactly why living with fewer economic resources creates
a deprivation of social support. One possible explanation is a lack of available support from
family. In socially disadvantaged populations, parents may be preoccupied struggling to make
financial ends meet and provide other necessities for family that they cannot give children the
support needed to thrive. Financial stress especially leads to other forms of stress such as housing
instability, lack of transportation, inability to pay bills, and food insecurity (Hubler et al., 2016;
Rowley et al., 2015). Living with financial insecurities allows for other stressors to become
amplified when the most basic needs are challenged or not met. Living in poverty may also
create a range of negative emotions independent of social support. The depression, anxiety,
anger, and even fear which poverty can create may lead to involvement in unwanted behaviors.
However, there is encouraging research showing social support can be particularly helpful to
individuals living in poverty (Hashima & Amato, 1994). It is likely social support in these
instances can provide the same insulation which it does in other scenarios involving negative
stimuli. That is, helping to create a barrier between the individual(s) and an unwanted outcome.
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The relationship between poverty and social support carries over to carceral support as
well. Families who are struggling to meet basic needs will likely find it difficult to visit and
communicate with individuals in prison. Christian (2005) stated families must first make
decisions about how many resources they are able and willing to devote to prison
communication, specifically visitation. If resources such as finances and transportation are
scarce, families may have to make tough decisions between meeting basic needs and visiting a
family member. If families can financially visit a person in prison, it may only be one or a few of
the members going due to cost (Fasah, 2018). Additionally, it is important to consider the prison
visitation experience with insufficient resources (Grinstead et al., 2001). Families may be able to
visit the facility, but unable to bring items with them such as favorite foods or other material
goods. Lacking the necessary resources may also prevent families from communicating via
telephone (accepting phone calls from prison).
Housing Instability. Public housing environments across the country are often filled
with similarly situated individuals, those who often lack resources and are transient regarding
housing. That is, many people in these situations face unequal access to opportunities for job and
education advancement, generations of systemic marginalization, and difficulty acquiring basic
resources (Chaskin, 2013). Lacey et al. (1993) stated there is also a lack of general social support
in many public housing situations. They go on to state this lack of support is often characterized
by isolation, limited financial resources, and a lack of broad efficacy. Tester et al. (2011) stated
these negative aspects of public housing may be exacerbated if residents are constantly moved
from one location to another. During these moves, residents report losing a “sense of place.”
When moving consistently from one location to another, individuals are unable to establish
relationships and other attachments which are important to developing bonds. Additionally,
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individuals in these situations may not have access to many attachments in the community such
as employment opportunities and extracurricular activities. This may make it even more difficult
to build a support network. It may also be residents of public housing are unwilling to invest the
time and energy required to foster these relationships in anticipation of not being able to
maintain them after being relocated. Because of this, there may be a greater degree of individuals
remaining anonymous in public housing and not participating in the socializing experiences
which are important to support.
Early life experiences with negative or a lack of support and later social support is
referred to by Sykes and Pettit (2014) as the reproduction of childhood disadvantage. That is,
childhood negative experiences may shape later adult outcomes to the extent they reflect those
earlier experiences. For example, Koegel et al. (1995) found childhood experiences with
residential instability are predictive of later adult life experiences with homelessness. It appears
as if the early effects of housing instability are quite deleterious and may put individuals at a
disadvantage where they are unable to compete for unsubsidized housing equally with their
peers. Similarly, Curry and Abrams (2015) found sources of social support can be quite perilous
for emerging adults who are facing housing insecurity. Residential instability seems to breed a
chaotic environment where its recipients are unable to establish any sense of security or support.
Some of this chaos may transition into disastrous effects with criminal justice system
involvement. Bosick and Fomby (2018) found family instability for children is predictive of later
arrest and incarceration rates for white males. So, the effects of instability may include not only
criminality but also formal sanctions from the criminal justice system such as with going to
prison. Instability regarding housing and its relationship with a carceral experience such as
visitation is likely a reflection of other challenges such as lack of available resources. That is,
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living in unstable housing prior to prison may be reflective of poverty and this trend could then
follow a person to prison where they don’t receive as much support through visits due to the lack
of available resources for family. Clark and Duwe (2017) expanded on this idea and state many
persons in prison come from areas where residential instability is quite high. In this light, they
find prisoners from areas characterized as high in concentrated disadvantage (i.e., residential
instability) receive a decrease in prison visitation. Not only is access to resources a possible
explanation for this finding but so too are ideas surrounding getting time off work and having the
flexibility to make the visits work with an employment schedule.
Traumatic Events
Early life experiences with trauma matter as they may place someone at a disadvantage
with support. Both physical and sexual abuse signify negativity which may be carried on into
later life experiences.
Abuse. Sexual abuse generates several emotional, behavioral, and cognitive
consequences for victims. Not to mention, if the perpetrator is known to the victim, which is so
in many cases, the eroding of trust which takes in this relationship. Common perpetrators of
sexual abuse include family, often a source of adult social support. Sexual abuse is also a gross
assault on unsuspecting victims which undermines the possible effectiveness of social support
from any number of sources. The negative consequences associated with sexual abuse are
devastating, ranging from future delinquency and adult offending (Swanson et al., 2007),
substance abuse, forced sexual labor, and violence (Siegel & Williams, 2003), mental health
challenges (Dube et al., 2005), crime involvement (Widom & Ames, 1994), physical health
problems (Wilson, 2010), and family/marital issues (West et al., 2000). There are few aspects of
an individual’s life where sexual abuse does not have an impact. The range of negative emotions
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which follow, including anger, depression, fear, and anxiety, create a high degree of vulnerability
for that victim. Research shows social support can act as a buffer between sexual abuse and
future negative consequences such as psychological distress (Runtz & Schallow, 1997). In this
instance, it would seem expressive support is especially important as it provides some emotional
stability which an individual may come to rely on.
Like sexual abuse, victims of physical abuse suffer tremendously. Victims of this type of
abuse struggle with mental health issues (Springer et al., 2007), substance abuse problems
(Liebschutz et al., 2002), and social challenges (Ammerman et al., 1986). Felson and Lane
(1986) also reported children previously subject to abuse are more likely to engage in violent
crime. Physical abuse generates some of the same negative emotions previously discussed (e.g.,
anger and aggression), not to mention abandonment, and creates a sense of coercion towards the
victim. Sometimes, the use of physical violence from parents towards children is justified as
punishment for poor behavior. This use of physical abuse as a means to punish or control
children is authoritarian in nature and instills a sense of fear in its victims. Chen, Dong, and Zhou
(1997) described this style of parenting as controlling children and making use of punitive
strategies. Not so surprising, Rodriguez (2010) found authoritarian parenting styles have a strong
relationship with instances of physical abuse. This is likely due to the controlling nature of this
parenting style.
Unsurprisingly as well, physical abuse has damaging effects on social support. Crouch et
al. (2001) found being the victim of child physical abuse is associated with receiving lower
levels of perceived social support. Additionally, Sperry and Widom (2013) found childhood
abuse is predictive of significantly lower levels of social support in adulthood. Results such as
these may help to partially account for explaining a relationship between forms of negative
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support early in life and later social support. This also makes sense as the victim may have
placed trust in the individual perpetrating the abuse. This trust is then eroded away and likely
along with it any expressive and instrumental support. It may also be parents engaging in abuse
are less likely to provide support as their authoritarian nature overshadows the willingness to be
supportive. Further, De Paul et al. (1995) found a negative relationship between physical abuse
and childhood social support, particularly fatherly support. This may point to the traditional role
of the male parent inflicting physical punishment on children.
If this relationship between abuse and support is explored further and applied to a
carceral support context, there are significant implications as well. Some research (Chesney-Lind
& Bloom, 1997; Daly, 1994; Katz, 2000) links physical victimization to later involvement in the
criminal justice system. Much of this research is gendered and specific to women, yet the
concept of abuse and reduced social support is still important. Research such as that by Harlow
(1999) estimated between 43-57% of women in federal and state prisons have been subject to
either physical or sexual abuse, or both, at some point in life. With this being the case, it may be
a large percentage of all female prisoners in the U.S. have experienced this indicator of negative
social support in their lives.
Other Conditions of Social Support
Distance from Prison
Distance is a large barrier to prison visitation (Duwe & Clork, 2017). Many prisoners
come from urban areas and prisons are often located in rural, remote locations (Austin &
Hardyman, 2004). Additional research finds inmates incarcerated at prisons further from their
homes are less likely to receive visits (Jackson et al., 1997). It is also such that inmates may be
displaced in prisons well beyond the borders of the communities from which they come. This
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may mean being in a prison in a completely different part of the state. For example, Austin and
Hardyman (2004) found nearly 30% of all inmates in Florida come from the southern part of the
state. However, only 5% of these inmates are housed in prisons in South Florida whereas the rest
are located in prisons in the central and northern parts of the state. When it comes to measuring
distance in miles, Ekstrand et al. (1999) found roughly half of federal inmates were located in
located in prisons over 250 miles from there residence. These distances create additional
consequences beyond prison visitation.
When inmates fail to receive visitors, as many do, social ties to community are not
maintained (Cochran et al., 2016). Prior research indicates these barriers to maintaining social
ties as a source of concern and stress for inmates (Adams, 1992). Some research indicates that
when social ties are weakened during incarceration, the chance of recidivism increases (Berg &
Huebner, 2011; Cobbina et al., 2012). Possible negative outcomes such as increased chances of
recidivism, which is associated with fewer prison visits, is one of the many challenges spatial
distance between home and incarceration creates.
Criminal Involvement
One risk factor considered for future criminal behavior is often prior crime involvement.
This may take several forms, arrest history, number of convictions, instances on probation, or
number of times previously incarcerated. Among many reasons, and broadly speaking, prior
criminal history may help to better understand how seriously involved in a crime lifestyle a
person may be. Number of prior incarcerations may point specifically to trajectory of crime
involvement, desistance, and reoffending. It is not simply the crime a person has been arrested
for, convicted of, and placed in prison, but rather how they have been involved in crime across
life which also matters.
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Prior research finds individuals with greater numbers of incarcerations as more likely to
have not only visits, but visitors who are supportive (Meyers et al., 2017). An argument may be
made these individuals have been in these situations before and those who can offer support,
will. That is, individuals who have been incarcerated many times may have supports who stick
with them because they know what to expect. It seems as if return to prison may breed a type of
support (visitation) which at least on the surface is positive, though this relationship warrants
more research.
Criminal behavior may serve to aggravate relationships between family members. In
some instances, relationships may deteriorate in a family due to a family member becoming
involved in crime. It follows then different crime types may condition the relationship between
support pre-prison and carceral experiences with social support. The extent to which these
relationships are moderated by different crime types are explored further in this research.
According to Capaldi and Patterson (1996), varying levels of negative social support, or
coercion, have no impact on whether individuals’ engage in either violent or non-violent crime.
However, it is unclear what type of support is offered after a crime is committed and
consequence rendered. Other studies, such as by Pratt and Godsey (2002, 2003), and using
homicide rates as a measure of violent offending, found empirical support for an inverse
relationship between social support and violent crime. That is, as social support increases violent
crime decreases and vice versa. But it appears the framing of social support is important. Crime
involvement does not mean social support stops or ceases to exist at that point. Rather, it is likely
criminal behavior conditions the relationship between early and later social support experiences.
In the Capaldi and Patterson (1996) study, only negative social support is considered whereas in
the Pratt and Godsey (2002) study, social support is viewed on a continuum, either positively or
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negatively. So, it is important to consider the effects of both positive as well negative social
support in relationship to a desired outcome.
Specifically regarding non-violent criminal behavior, Hawkins-Rodgers et al. (2005)
found this group of individuals report being satisfied with their social support systems. This
group of non-violent individuals may not possess a large support network, as opposed to nonjustice involved persons, however they report being comfortable with the support provided. This
may be due to the individuals in this group possessing more prosocial traits such as working a
legitimate job and spending time with similarly situated individuals (non-violent). It may also be
these individuals have adequate access to both instrumental and expressive support through
family members who are able and willing to provide support.
In the non-violent crime category, spending time with criminal others may propel an
individual towards property offending. Shover and Honaker (1992) found many times property
crimes such as burglary occur as part of group criminality. Many property crimes stem from the
perceived need to obtain money quickly due to economic strain. Colvin (2000) stated this
perceived need may be either interpersonal or impersonal, but the overall theme is a desire for
easy money. Whether or not the situation is self-created, individuals may lack a perceived
legitimate option for earning money and instead be left with only engagement in property crime
and other illegitimate opportunities. Coercive structural forces such as a lack of opportunity may
propel an individual towards involvement in property offending. One of these structures may be
poverty, and specifically receipt of welfare. Hannon and DeFronzo (1998) found participation in
welfare programs has a negative relationship with property offending. This framing follows
some of the literature introduced earlier where welfare is treated as a precursor to negative social
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support. In this case, then, welfare as a precursor to negative support has a relationship with
property offending.
The relationship between drug offending and a lack of social support is particularly
interesting. Individuals who use drugs as a negative coping strategy would be better served
addressing problems and issues with a positive coping mechanism such as a support group. It is
also possible negative support may play a role in this relationship as well. Enabling behaviors
such as encouraging and/or making excuses for substance use are examples of this rationalizing
or neutralizing. Individuals may feel justified in their behavior through negative reinforcement
that substance use is permissible. The empirical support surrounding the relationship between
drugs and social support is mixed. In one study, Strauss and Falkin (2001) found a sample of
females involved with drug crimes report affirmational, emotional, practical, and informational
support from at least one family member. Similarly, other research finds social support during
adolescence helps reduce involvement in drug crimes for a sample of juveniles (Newcomb &
Bentler, 1988). However, family and other supports may not always offer the type of positive
social support which is necessary for those involved with drug crimes. Spjeldnes and Goodkind
(2009) refered to these phenomena as social support ‘masking’ the presence of coercion. Put
another way, negative social support may be reinforcing poor behavior. Another risk of this comingling between negative social support and coercion is a form of enabling, or negative
reinforcement, may be taking place.
In a relationship between social support, substance abuse, and family, Matejevic et al.
(2014) found additional support often from outside the family is necessary to sustain adequate
functioning of the family. The dynamics of family are fluid when it comes to substance abuse.
Because of issues surrounding sobriety and relapse, so too may support ebb and flow. Many

54

families may find it difficult to continuously support an individual who struggles with addiction
(Tracy et al., 2010). It is not just relapse, but criminal justice system involvement in the forms of
arrest, prosecution, or incarceration, may severely impact the support a family is either able or
willing to provide an individual. Substance using persons may also have a lengthy history of
abuse and have worn down or worn out support from family. This process may include several
relapses, periods of incarceration, and criminal justice system involvement. Individuals in these
positions may find themselves in a constant battle with addiction.
Research shows a relationship between negative social support and non-violent
offending, more specifically deviant or public-order offending, exists in several ways. For
example, Nadon et al. (1998) found childhood victimization to be predictive of involvement in
prostitution. In this case, physical and sexual abuse are considered by Nadon et al. (1998) as
predictive of later involvement in prostitution. There may be other explanations for a possible
relationship between prostitution and social support. Individuals who lack various types of
positive support may engage in prostitution as an attempt to escape abuse, trauma, psychological
distress, homelessness, substance abuse, and financial instability (Cobbina & Oselin, 2011). A
lack of both instrumental and expressive social support, as well as perceived and received
support, may drive an individual towards prostitution in these situations. This could then lead to
a host of other challenges surrounding negative social support and with prostitution being the
systemic crime which it is, involves other factors beyond the crime. Ancillary issues include
human/sex/work trafficking, substance abuse, interpersonal violence, and sexual abuse.
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Other Carceral Experiences
Misconduct
Prior research shows a positive relationship between increased levels of social support
and improved prison behavior (Adams et al., 1994). The prospect by which this takes place may
be gendered. It may be that there are both importation and deprivation-based reasons to explain
institutional behavior, where women experience greater levels of support due to importing
characteristics into prison and men experience lower levels of support based on deprivations.
Jiang and Winfree (2006) found this to be the case, with differences between males and females.
When considering marriage as a form of social support, they find that for male prisoners this
does act as a positive support, but for females it does not have any effect on misconduct. Some
research also finds the type of prison social support (e.g.., visits, phone calls) matters. In a metaanalysis, De Claire and Dixon (2017) found phone calls as beneficial to improving prison
behavior and yet visits from children as not. Additional research shows visitation is not only
important in a relationship with prison misconduct, but also the point at which visitation is
initiated as well as the frequency. Similarly, Siennick et al. (2013) found frequency of visitation
matters in that the more someone is visited in prison, the quicker they come into compliance with
institutional rules post-visit.
Institutional behavior varies based on the type of prison system. That is, there are
differences in prisoners’ behavior depending on whether they are in a state or federal prison.
Much of this research centers on inmate population density of the facility and custodial level of
the prison. Previous studies find that in general prison overcrowding has a positive relationship
with inmate misconduct (Glazener & Nakamura, 2020; Jan, 1980). These types of crowded
conditions may spur instances of aggression among inmates and an inability of correctional staff
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to properly supervise the behavior. It may also be that more crowded prison spaces make
investigating misconduct a challenge for correctional staff.
Many, if not most, custodial classifications for prisoners are based on risk (Glaser, 1987).
Traditional correctional thought is that higher-risk prisoners pose a greater threat to the overall
safety and security of a prison. Thus, the relationship between custody classification and
misconduct would be based on risk-level primarily. As an example, Camp et al. (2003) found
those housed with high-crime prone individuals, presumably in maximum security settings,
increases instances of misconduct. In a meta-analysis considering the predictors of prison
misconduct, Steiner et al. (2014) found higher security institutions have more misconduct and
lower security prisons less.
State and Federal Prisons
There is a paucity of empirical research directly exploring the relationship between social
support and type of prison (state or federal). Regarding type of support, research finds prison
visitation may be challenged when family members have to travel long distances to see loved
ones (Christian, 2005). This idea applies to both state and federal prisons, with the understanding
that some federal prisoners may be held in institutions great distances from their families. In this
way, it may not just be a bus or car trip for several hours but a plane ride across the country to
visit a family member in prison. Some additional considerations include familial access to
resources and familial willingness to travel. For both state and federal prisoners, there are
varying degrees of familial resources which can be dedicated to either in-person or telephone
communication. The same may be said for willingness to dedicate resources to these types of
support (Christian, 2005). Most families must budget to offer this type of support.
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Sentence Length
A general argument could be made that length of time spent in prison affects level of
social support. This could be so for various reasons, including losing contact with individuals,
difficulty maintaining a relationship over a specified amount of time, desire to remain in contact
with a person, and ability to remain in contact depending on sustained resources. In a study of
Chinese female prisoners, Liu and Chui (2013) found a negative relationship between sentence
length and support from significant others. In other words, there is a decrease in social support
from significant others (partners, spouses) as sentence length becomes longer. Butler (2019)
found that sources of carceral social support vary across time served, Again, this may point to
several factors. It is possible significant others find it increasingly difficult to schedule time to
visit a loved one in prison due to work, childcare, or other obligations. As previously discussed,
it may also be that resources become less available over time, or people are less willing to exert
those resources on prison visitation. Prisoners and significant others may grow apart during a
lengthy period of incarceration. This growing apart may certainly take place in a relationship, but
also geographically. For various reasons, as prisoners spend more time incarcerated, they may be
transferred from one institution to another. This may take place from one part of a state to
another, or across the country in the case of federal prisoners. As someone ages in prison, it may
also be the case they are less able to receive visitors due to physical ailments or the desire to
protect loves ones from seeing them physically deteriorate.
Demographic Factors
Gender
Males and females experience social support differently (Turner, 1994). Moore and Gobi
(1995) stated this is due to how men and women process interpersonal relationships differently.
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In this dispositional process, as Moore and Gobi (1995) refered to it, women are more likely to
stay in close contact with family and less so with individuals outside of the family unit.
According to Antonucci and Akiyama (1987), however, these differences are observed in women
reporting a larger network of support and from multiple sources, whereas men rely mainly on
their spouse for support. Moore and Gobi (1995) further stated these differences may also be due
to structural processes, whereby men are more likely to seek support which will advance career
opportunities. These gender differences appear to transition to the prison setting as well.
According to Jiang and Winfree (2006), females in prison experience greater amounts of social
support than males. Some of this may be due to the fact women experience their time
incarcerated differently from men. Research finds female prisoners form ‘pseudo families’ as a
way to generate support while incarcerated (Owen, 1998; Giallombardo, 1966). Men, conversely,
spend their prison time figuring out how to act ‘tough’ and aligning themselves with similarly
situated individuals (Jiang & Winfree, 2006). One other unique reason why women and men may
experience support in prison differently involves pains of imprisonment, specifically
deprivations. While both experience certain deprivations during incarceration, one may be
particularly salient for women. Many women live with dependent children prior to incarceration.
Mumola (2000) reports nearly two-thirds (66%) of women lived with their children prior to
being incarcerated, compared to only 40% of men. Because of this difference, women may feel
more guilt leaving their children when going to prison (Seiter, 2017). While these results help to
shed light on gender differences regarding social support in prison, it is not always clear how
support is experienced. For example, Forsyth and Evans (2003) found both males and females
experience support in prison, be it through either pseudo families or gangs, and do so for
emotional, economic, coercive, and protective reasons.
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Race/Ethnicity
Much of the research involving race/ethnicity and social support surrounds physical and
mental health as outcomes (Bell et al., 2010; Friedman et al., 2006; Rees et al., 2010). It is clear
from these studies, as well as others, there are differences regarding how individuals from
various racial/ethnic groups experience social support. For Cummings et al. (2003), these
differences can be attributed to the size of family support networks. This research finds African
American’s have larger family support networks from which to draw and see both instrumental
and expressive support as more readily available. In the prison context, race and social support
are connected insomuch as race is imported into prison systems. Berg and DeLisi (2006)
reported this importation of race from society into prison is fluid. Specifically, some of the
disadvantage which characterizes many African American and Hispanic communities permeates
the prison systems and perpetuates social structural damage. There appears to be a “carry-over
effect” which takes place, where already socially vulnerable populations continue to experience
negative support such as violence and other disadvantage due to longstanding structural issues.
This is as opposed to the incarceration of Caucasians, who are not as disproportionately
imprisoned compared to how they are represented in the general population. Other studies
consider similar importation effects on prison adjustment, through an economic perspective, and
find African Americans and Caucasians experience similar challenges in adjusting to prison life
(Wright, 1989). While the research is mixed, it is clear there are deprivations and support
challenges which are experienced by all prisoners regardless of race.
Age
Extant literature considers the relationship between aging, or older individuals, and social
support (Arling, 1987; Prince et al., 1997; Shanas, 1979). With few exceptions, elderly
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individuals report receiving far greater satisfaction with social support and a decrease in network
size (Schnittker, 2007). This information sets up well for a discussion surrounding age and social
support in a prison context. In 2007, roughly 150,000 prisoners age 50 and older were housed in
U.S. state and federal prisons (West & Sabol, 2008). By 2016, this number had grown to nearly
290,000 (Carson & Anderson, 2018). This figure is expected to explode to one-third of the
overall prison population in the U.S. by 2030 (Enders et al., 2005). This being the case, there is
interest in better understanding the relationship between age and social support in incarcerated
populations. For elderly prisoners, those over age 50, there may be practical considerations for
why support networks are reported as smaller. These reasons include aging in prison and having
family members pass away, losing contact with family due to long prison sentences, and losing
the support of family because of an accumulation of negative experiences over the years. This
lack of support appears to be quite salient for older prisoners as one study finds only 25% of
elderly females receive 1-2 visits per year by family (Aday & Krabill, 2011). Some of this
shrinking support may be due to reasons previously discussed or by the choosing of the prisoner.
As such, the inability to be part of a family on the outside may prove too difficult for some older
prisoners and thus they cease accepting visitors (Aday & Krabill, 2012). This no doubt
contributes to these smaller networks for older individuals.
Summary
Prior research establishes social support matters across the life course (Akers, 1985;
Cooney & Uhlenberg, 1992; Laub & Sampson, 1993; Sampson & Laub, 1997; Vaux, 1988), and
also matters for carceral experiences (Hickert et al., 2019; Jiang et al., 2005; Pleggenkuhle et al.,
2018; Tasca, 2019; Young & Turanovic, 2020). There is variation in how social support is
experienced both early in life (Mallinckrodt, 1992) and in later life experiences (Doyle, 2008)
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that shows both continuity and change. Early experiences with social support matter as they will
likely influence future life outcomes. These early experiences are responsible for creating bonds,
in particular between parents and children, and more favorable future outcomes (Mallinckrodt,
1997). However, support is not necessarily stable as it may either strengthen or deteriorate from
childhood to adulthood (Wentzel, 1998), particularly in consideration of those who are involved
with criminal offending. When support is strong, both early and later in life, there are important
carceral and post-incarceration outcomes such as reduction in recidivism (Cochran, 2014;
Meyers et al., 2017), improved institutional behavior (Jiant et al., 2005), and positive experiences
upon release from prison (La Vigne, 2004; Visher et al., 2004), such as employment (Visher et
al., 2011). Given these varying outcomes, it is important to understand what facilitates or hinders
social support experiences during periods of incarceration.
Social support exists in a number of ways, varying from direct and tangible support to
more emotional means, but may be difficult to access and maintain during incarceration.
Experiences of direct instrumental support contributes to carceral social support as prison
visitation and phone calls may improve short and long term behaviors, but also requires
economic and financial support. However, a history of limited access to instrumental support
may be partially responsible for the inability to maintain or foster supportive relationships while
incarcerated (Christian, 2005; Downs, 2013). Emotional support helps to keep inmates connected
to the community by creating pathways during incarceration (Cochran, 2012), but these paths
may also be blocked due to pre-existing strained relationships or family instability (DeHart et al.,
2014; Greene et al., 2000; Pleggenkuhle et al., 2018; Wakefield & Wildeman, 2011). Ultimately,
positive earlier life social support from family may be understood to predict more favorable
experiences later on with support while negative experiences may also continue into limited
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access to social support during incarceration for a variety of reasons. For example, early and
consistent experiences of social support may teach and reinforce communication skills (Forgatch
& Patterson, 1989) whereas early life negative experiences with social support, instances where
parenting is lacking or troublesome, might set a person up for later life deficits of support
(Unnever et al., 2004; Baron, 2009). These experiences may also translate to poor carceral
support where family members with criminal histories are unable or unwilling to engage in
prison visitation.
The current study draws on social support theories and prior research to frame how early
and pre-carceral support experiences relate to support experiences during incarceration. What is
less clear is understanding to what extent social support translates from pre-prison experiences to
carceral experiences. Other research looks at loss of support while incarcerated (De Hart et al.,
2014; Wakeman & Wildeman, 2011) and prison visitation as a means to foster support (Duwe &
Clark, 2011), but little explicitly considers the direct relationship between pre- and during
carceral experiences with social support, or how these may be conditioned by additional
circumstances. This research attempts to clarify the relationship between pre-prison experiences
with social support and support experiences during incarceration, highlighting the critical
familial and stability factors that precede incarceration and may enhance or limit access to social
support during incarceration. The overall study considers familial experiences and intimate
partner support as primary indicators, while considering the impact of additional barriers and
pathways to carceral social support. The study further builds on these direct relationships to
consider how crime type may condition these associations and continuity or disruption of
support.
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In sum, the current project seeks to better understand the relationship between social
support pre-prison and social support while incarcerated. With the assistance of logistic
regression analyses, these relationships are explored. The hypotheses which follow will be tested
in this project:
Hypotheses
Positive Social Support and Carceral Support
H1: Any positive support pre-offense as indicated by either financial help, living as a family unit,
or marriage will be predictive of an increase in social support while incarcerated as indicated by
visitation, phone calls, and religion.
H2: Instrumental, positive social support from family prior to offending as indicated by receiving
financial assistance will be predictive of an increase in social support while incarcerated as
indicated by visitation, phone calls, and religion.
H3: Expressive and instrumental positive social support from family prior to offending as
indicated by living as a unit, marriage, and financial support will be predictive of an increase in
social support while incarcerated as indicated by visitation, phone calls, and religion.
Negative Social Support and Carceral Support
H4: Negative social support from family prior to prison by the precursor’s caregiver substance
abuse, guardian criminal history, growing up in foster care, receiving welfare, living in public
housing, and physical/sexual abuse will be predictive of a decrease in social support while
incarcerated as indicated by visitation, phone calls, and religion.
Offense Conditioning of Carceral Support
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H5: Offense type (violent offending) will partially and negatively condition the relationship
between positive social support pre-offense as indicated by living as a family unit and social
support while incarcerated as indicated by visitation, phone calls, and religion.
H6: Offense type (drug offending) will partially and negatively condition the relationship between
positive social support pre-offense as indicated by any positive support pre-offense and social
support while incarcerated as indicated by visitation, phone calls, and religion.
H7: Offense type (public-order offending) will partially and positively condition the relationship
between any negative social support from family prior to prison by the precursor any negative
support and social support while incarcerated as indicated by visitation, phone calls, and
religion.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS AND DATA
This study uses data which were previously collected by a team of researchers from the
U.S. Department of Justice. In the development of this project, several of the original data points
were collapsed and used to construct variables for the purpose of this study. After the data sets
were accessed, downloaded, and merged, data manipulation took place in both SPSS and
STATA statistical packages for the analytical part of this study. The researcher on this project
benefited from being able to glean childhood, adult, and carceral social support variables from
this dataset.
Collection
Data for this dissertation come from the 2004 Survey of Inmates in State and Federal
Correctional Facilities (2004 SISFCF). The data were collected through in-person and computerassisted survey administration from October 2003 – May 2004 (U.S. Department of Justice,
Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2004). If respondents agreed to participate in the research, the survey
took approximately one hour to complete. Data collections were conducted by researchers
specifically with the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) and are housed by the Inter-University
Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR) at the University of Michigan.
Researchers surveyed 14,499 prisoners at 287 state facilities and 3,686 prisoners at 39 federal
facilities. These state and federal prison samples were selected from a population of 1,549 and
148 institutions, respectively. For this project, the state and federal data sets were merged and a
total sample size of 18,185 prisoners (n=18,185) was constructed. Sampling was completed at
both male and female facilities. Broken down by gender, there are 14,297 males (78.6%) and
3,888 (21.4%) females included in the study. Surveys of this nature by the BJS have been
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conducted previously. State prisoners were surveyed in 1974, 1979, 1986, 1991, and 1997 and
federal prisoners in 1991 and 1997.
Use of this data is controlled by the ICPSR and requires researcher consent for proper use
of the information. Prior to accessing the data, interested parties must agree to the terms of
usage. In addition, the Human Subjects Committee (HSC) at Southern Illinois University,
Carbondale requires researchers to seek prior approval before conducting any studies involving
human subjects. Both obligations have been met.
Design
Researchers with BJS began the project by employing a two-stage multilevel sampling
design for both institution types (state and federal), where the facilities were first selected and
then groups of individuals in each prison were chosen. For state prisons, in the first stage, the
prisons were broken up into male and female institutions. If institutions held both male and
female prisoners, they were included in both samples. For the state institutions, prisons were
automatically included if they had populations greater than 6,445 for males and 1,808 for
females. These numbers represent prison population cut lines for the BJS project. There are also
institutions in the dataset labeled as “self-representing” and these include prisons which house
individuals with medical, mental health, and geriatric-specific needs. These institutions were also
included if they had a population of more than 1,500 males and 750 females, the cut lines for
these specific institution types. This strategy was employed to ensure these populations were
accurately represented in the sample.
The next step involved grouping the institutions into eight strata based on the geographic
location of the prison in the U.S. and as defined by census region (1. Northeast excluding New
York, 2. New York, 3. Midwest, 4. South excluding Florida and Texas, 5. Florida, 6. Texas, 7.
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West excluding California, and 8. California), a type of multi-stage cluster sampling
methodology. This methodology was likely employed as states such as New York, Florida,
Texas, and California incarcerate a disproportionate number of persons based on population
compared to other U.S. States (Warren et al., 2008). For the federal institutions, prisons were
selected based on level of security (administrative, high, medium, low, and minimum for males
and minimum and other for females). Within each of these “security strata”, the facilities were
then separated based on population size. At both the state and federal levels, these systematic
samples were drawn using a random start and sampling interval.
In the second stage for the state institutions, all inmates were included as the target
population, from which a random sample was drawn. After assigning numbers to each prisoner
and entering them into a computer spreadsheet, a program randomly selected participants based
on their number. The program employed a random starting position and a predetermined skip
interval. With the federal institutions, a slightly modified method was used. Because of the
disproportionate number of individuals convicted of drug offenses in federal prisons (Sevigny,
2003), the researchers over-sampled from this group. At the federal institutions, Bureau of Prison
(BOP) research staff selected the sample from a central list about one-week prior to interviews.
The results of this sampling methodology allowed for nearly 1 in every 85 males and 1 in
every 24 females in state prisons to be selected and 1 in every 32 males and 1 in every 9 females
in federal prisons to be selected to participate. Respondents were told before the interview
started, both verbally and in writing, participation was completely voluntary, all information
collected would be kept confidential, the survey was for analytical purposes, and the results
would be anonymous. Figures do vary according to gender. For state facilities, 11,569 male and
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2,930 females were selected to participate. In federal prisons, 4,253 males and 3,686 females
were selected.
The design of the survey questions is varied. Some of the items required a yes/no
response (agree/disagree), whereas others are open-ended or continuous (place of birth,
citizenship, age, income, etc.). The interview took about one hour to complete and was assisted
by a computer. The computer-assisted personal interviewing (CAPI) device helped to provide
questions for the interviewer, including follow-up questions which were specific to previous
answers provided.
The response rates are in line with other research conducted in prison settings, where
close to 90% of individuals participated (Wilper et al., 2009). It is not reported whether prisoners
were given any sort of incentive for their participation in the research.
Measures
The data are cross-sectional in nature and appropriate for measuring social support both
outside and inside of prison. The survey instrument itself is quite robust, involving roughly 3,000
variables in areas such as current offense and sentence information, criminal history, family
background, prior substance abuse and treatment programs, prior weapon use, and prison
programs and services. Many of the variables consider the pre-prison life of a respondent.
Additionally, several of the survey items branch off into other, probing questions based on
responses from participants. These are referred to as “conditional branching” or “skip logic”
questions. Because of this design, there are instances where survey items may not be applicable
to respondents.
Each of the nearly 3,000 variables can be placed into one of ten dimensions. These
sections were developed by the researchers and represent categorical groupings. The sections
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include individual characteristics, current offenses, pretrial release and trial, current sentence,
incident characteristics, criminal history, socioeconomic characteristics, alcohol and drug abuse
and treatment, medical conditions, mental health, disabilities, and prison programs and
disabilities.
Study Variables
Dependent Variables (Carceral Social Support)
For this project, prison visitation, phone calls, and religious engagement serve as the
dependent variables representing access to social support during incarceration. Two of these
variables, visitation, and phone calls, indicate support inside prison which comes from the
outside. The other, religion, is support which prisoners find inside the prison. Specific to
visitation, there is a developing body of research on the positive effects of visitation on both
recidivism and institutional misconduct (Duwe & Clark, 2011; Mears et al., 2012). In this
dataset, prison visitation was coded as binary (1=yes, 2=no) but was later recoded as 1=yes,
0=no for a more conventional method of coding and for ease of analysis interpretation. The
specific item asks, “In the past month, have you had any visits, not counting visits from
lawyers?” Phone calls was originally treated as a continuous variable where the survey question
asked, “How many telephone calls have you made or received in the last week?” However, it
was later collapsed into a binary variable to fit with the rest of the study variables where 1=any
number of calls, 0=none. Finally, the variable religious activities was originally coded as (1=yes,
2=no) but was later recoded to reflect the project coding scheme of (1=yes, 0=no) where (0=the
absence of the variable and 1=the presence of the variable). Religious activities include religious
services, private prayer or meditation, or Bible reading or studying.
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Additionally, a separate outcome variable was created indicating any inside social
support while incarcerated and is the result of an affirmative (agree/yes) response to at least one
of the following: prison visitation, phone calls, or religion (coded as 1=yes, 0=no). As a
descriptor, this variable is also included in the analysis as an indicator of the number of support
types received (0=no support, 1=one type of support, 2=two types of support, and 3=three types
of support).
Independent Variables
There are several independent variables which represent both positive and negative social
support pre-prison. Each of these captures support prior to prison admission for which the
respondent is currently incarcerated and in some cases pre-crime involvement. Specifically, the
indicators of positive social support capture a period 30 days prior to imprisonment, whereas
many of the precursors to negative support consider early life experiences. This is important as
time ordering of the variables is necessary to better understand not only the relationship between
social support outside and inside of prison, but also any moderating effect other variables may
have.
Indicators of Positive Social Support Pre-Prison
Both instrumental (tangible) and expressive (emotional) social support variables are
considered in this research. To indicate instrumental support in the project, a variable
considering financial help was included in the analysis. In particular, the survey asked, “During
the month before your arrest, did you personally receive any money/income/financial assistance
from family?” Participants were asked to respond by selecting either yes/no (coded 1=yes,
2=no). This question was recoded as (1=yes, 0=no). The second indicator of positive social
support variable deals with marriage and asks respondents to identify if they are currently
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(1=married, 2=widowed, 3=divorced, 4=separated (not because of incarceration), 5=never
married). This variable was recoded to reflect a binary measure where (1=married, 0=not
married). The last indicator of positive social support asks respondents whether they were living
as a family unit at the time of their arrest. While the question itself does not define exactly what
is meant by “family unit”, there are a series of conditional branching items which seek to
determine who these family members are. These items are broken off into primary family such as
spouse, children, parents, grandparents, and siblings, and then a secondary category including
significant other, other-relatives, and non-family friends. Both primary and secondary family
members are collapsed and included in this analysis for a more comprehensive picture of
support. This variable was also coded as (1=yes, 2=no and later recoded as 1=yes, 0=no).
A variable capturing any support pre-offense was created to reflect if respondents
answered affirmatively (agree) to any of the following: financial help, living as a family unit, or
marriage (coded as 1=yes, 0=no).
Precursors to Negative Social Support Pre-Prison
The study also includes precursors to negative social support. Many of these events
relevant to negative social support are capturing everything leading up to this period of
incarceration, whereas many of the indicators of positive social support pre-prison are capturing
a more recent specific time frame such as 30 days (one month) prior to incarceration. As the
literature shows, these negative precursors, many of which may take place in childhood,
destabilize the environment of an individual and set them up for several obstacles to overcome in
the long term. The first variable is labeled caretaker substance abuse and asks respondents,
“When you were growing up, did any of your parents or guardians abuse alcohol or drugs?”
(coded 1=yes, 2=no; and recoded as 1=yes, 0=no). The second precursor to negative social
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support is family criminal history and asks participants, “Have any of your children, brothers,
sisters, or spouse(s) ever been sentenced and served time in jail or prison?” (coded 1=yes, 2=no;
recoded as 1=yes, 0=no). The next variable is foster care and asks, “Was there ever a time while
you were growing up that you lived in a foster home, agency or institution?” (1=yes, 2=no;
recoded 1=yes, 0=no). Next, poverty is considered through receiving welfare and asks, “While
you were growing up, did any of your parents or guardians ever receive welfare or public
assistance?” (coded 1=yes, 2=no; recoded 1=yes, 0=no). Another precursor to negative social
support variable is public housing, and the survey asks, “While you were growing up, did you
ever live-in public housing or publicly assisted housing?” (coded 1=yes, 2=no, recoded 1=yes,
0=no). The final two precursor to negative social support variables addresses types of abuse;
physical and sexual. Regarding physical abuse, the survey asks respondents “if, before arrest on
this conviction, they had ever been physically abused by a parent or guardian” (1=yes, 2=no;
recoded 1=yes, 0=no). The survey similarly captures sexual assault by asking respondents “if,
before arrest on this conviction, a parent or guardian ever pressured or forced them into
unwanted sexual contact against your will” (1=yes, 2=no; recoded 1=yes, 0-no).
Like both the dependent variables and indicators of positive social support variables, a
variable was constructed for negative social support called any negative which reflects an
affirmative response to any one of the 7 precursors to negative social support variables. This
variable is also coded as 1=yes, 0=no.
Control Variables
Demographic Variables
There are three demographic variables of interest in this study: gender, age, and race.
Gender is coded as (1=male, 2=female), age is a continuous variable, and race is coded as
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(1=White/Caucasian, 2=Non-White). The Non-White category was the result of data being
collapsed and includes Black/African American, American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Native
Hawaiian, Pacific Islander, and Other.
Criminal History. There are also three control variables which seeks to tap prior
criminal history and the friction or severed ties that may result. The first variable is number of
prior incarcerations, which is captured as a continuous variable. Next, criminal history of the
participant is considered by looking at prior arrest history with the question, “how many times
have you ever been arrested, as an adult or juvenile, before your arrest for this offense?”, and is a
continuous variable. The last control variable involves asking the participants the total amount of
time they expect to serve on the current period of incarceration, in months. This variable is
continuous in nature and was selected for practical purposes in that several other variables sought
to capture length of sentence, yet large amounts of data were missing.1
Barriers/Opportunities. Next, there are three institutional-level variables which are
considered as controls for this study. The first involves institutional behavior and asks
respondents if, since admission on this prison sentence, they have “been written up or found
guilty of breaking any of the prison rules” (coded at 1=yes, 2=no and recoded as 1=yes, 0=no).
This variable is important to consider as committing institutional infractions may affect how a
person receives prison social supports such as visitation and making/receiving phone calls. That
is, a prisoner may have visitation and/or phone calls privileges taken away for a time if they are
found to have committed a prison rules violation. It is also possible institutional behavior affects
the strength of the relationship between support pre-prison and support while incarcerated. The
1

Some variables were missing as much as 90% of data. Additionally, practically
speaking, federal prison sentences are given out in months and thus this is a more intuitive
approach to interpreting the results.
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second identifies whether the participant is in a state or federal prison (1=state, 2=federal).
Similarly, here, institution type may affect the strength of the relationship between independent
and dependent variables. For example, a federal inmate may be in a prison across the country
from family making visitation at least logistically more difficult. In this same example, it is
possible the family members of those in federal prisons may have greater access to resources and
therefore are able to offer more instrumental support. Additionally, distance from home to prison
is considered as another control variable in this study. The variable distance from this prison to
residence at time of arrest asks, “how far from this prison where you were living at the time of
your arrest?” This variable in the original dataset is ordinal in nature and is coded as 1=less than
50 miles, 2=between 50 and 100 miles, 3=between 101 and 500 miles, 4=between 501 and 1,000
miles and 5=more than 1,000 miles. This variable was recoded to reflect the dichotomous nature
of the other data points in the analysis and collapsed to become 1 and 2, where 1 = (less than 50
miles to 500 miles) and 3-5 = 2 (501 to over 1,000 miles).
Conditioning Variables
One of the main goals of this study is to assess how specific crime types may affect the
relationship between early indicators and precursors of social support and support experiences
while incarcerated. Offense type (violent/non-violent generally, drug offending/non-drug
offending specifically, and public-order/nonpublic-order specifically) are treated here as
moderating variables in the study and are coded as (1=violent crime, 0=non-violent crime,
1=drug crime, 0=non-drug crime, 1=public-order crime, 0=nonpublic-order crime). Examples of
offenses which are included in the violent crime category include murder, manslaughter,
kidnapping, rape, robbery, and assault. Next, examples of offenses which are included in the
non-violent crime category include burglary, larceny, motor vehicle theft, arson, fraud, stolen
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property, drug possession, drug trafficking, obstruction of justice, traffic violations, DWI,
drunkenness, violation of probation or parole, and firearms possession. Examples of offenses
which are included in the drug offense category include drug abuse, false prescriptions, forging
or uttering prescriptions, fraudulent prescription, possession of drug paraphernalia, possession of
drug tools, possession of hypodermic needle or syringe, and trafficking controlled substances.
Finally, public-order offending is also considered as a moderating variable and includes crimes
such as alcohol law violations, bribery, lewd/wanton behavior, disorderly conduct, obstruction of
justice, perjury, probation/parole violations, prostitution, gambling, rioting, and immigration
offenses. All moderating variables are the one’s which prisoners are currently being incarcerated
for. It is possible participants were incarcerated for multiple offenses and if so, each of those
were considered in the data. So, it is possible for a person to have been incarcerated for both a
violent and non-violent crime, for example.2 Additionally, the non-violent crime could have been
drug-related, and the respondent would then be represented in that offense category as well. The
offense categories are not exclusive to one category and rely on self-report data. It is possible for
a participant to be incarcerated on multiple offenses at one time, with either concurrent or
consecutive sentences, whereby they are counted in this dataset in several categories. An
example of this could be a participant who pleads guilty to three separate crimes, one violent in
nature, one drug-related, and the other a public-order offense, and is given three prison sentences
on these to run concurrently. Therefore, this participant would be counted in each of the different
crime type categories. It is unclear which prisoners are serving sentences with multiple offenses
Neither the codebook nor the dataset contain a variable(s) which indicates an inmate is serving a
sentence which contains multiple offenses.

2

This may not be captured in the study but is a possibility.
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Analytic Plan
To analyze the hypothesized relationships, regression analyses, including interaction
effects with conditioning variables, are employed. As the dependent variables are dichotomous in
nature, logistic regression is used to build the models. The first four models establish connections
of social support, from early experiences to incarceration. Then, the interactive effects of crime
types are explored to examine how this may condition social support experiences. The intent is to
consider this relationship beyond a simple regression and understand how, if at all, crime type
matters to both strength and statistical significance in a relationship between variables. The
literature on crime and social support (Colvin et al., 2002; Cullen, 1994) posits social support as
an insulating factor for crime involvement. The sample in this study are all justice-involved but
the hope is to understand to what extent certain crime types matter in later social support, given
early life experiences with indicators of and precursors to support.
Missing Data
After the study variables were selected for this research project, a Missing Values
Analysis was conducted in SPSS on the dataset and results showed most variables contained less
than 5% of missing cases. Because variables with less than 5% of data missing are deemed
ignorable missingness (Stoliker & Galli, 2019), listwise deletion was used with these variables
when creating the final statistical models. In accordance with the Missing Values Analysis,
results indicate there are two variables which contain more than 5% of missing cases. The
variables phone calls (15.8%, n=2,868) and time expected to spend in prison – months (20.7%,
n=3,764) are missing more than 5% of their cases. Accordingly, Little’s Missing Completely at
Random (MCAR) Test was conducted to determine the nature of the missing data. Little’s
MCAR test can determine if the data are missing completely at random or not at random. After
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conducting Little’s MCAR, it was discovered the data are likely missing completely at random
{X2(2) =85.652, p=.000}. Because of this, multiple imputation was used to handle the variables
with the two cases missing more than 5% of data (phone calls and time expected to spend in
prison – months).
The first step in using multiple imputation is to analyze the patterns of the missing data.
Further results confirm the data is likely MAR as evidenced by the patterning. The analysis
revealed two possible patterns behind the data missing at random. The patterns are either 50%
(one) or 100% (both) of the data are missing on each case. Using the default setting in SPSS, a
total of five imputations were performed on each of the two variables with missing data and the
final statistical models were created using the aggregated estimates of these imputations.
Descriptive Statistics
The results of descriptive statistics for study variables are reported here first. Table 1
displays percentages for dichotomous variables and Table 2 displays results for continuous
variables.
Control & Conditioning Variables
Seventy-eight (78.6%) of the participants in the study identified as male, and previous
research finds men are incarcerated in greater numbers than women (Bonczar, 2003). Along
racial lines, the results are nearly split, with non-White participants representing 52.7% and
White respondents representing 47.3% of the study sample. The mean age reported was
approximately 35 with a range of 16-84 (35.84, SD=10.51). Regarding number of prior
incarcerations, the mean was 1.58 (SD=4.38) with a range of 0-29. Approximately half (52.4%)
of respondents reported being written up for breaking institutional rules since admission to
prison. Roughly eighty percent (79.7%) of the participants were in a state prison at the time of
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the survey and the remaining 20.3% in a federal institution. Sixty-three percent (63.8%) of
participants report their home as more than 500 miles away from the prison where they were
located. The mean number of prior arrests is 4.69 (SD=7.68) with a range of 0-99. Finally, the
mean prison sentence across both state and federal institutions is 42.5 months (SD=73.93) or 3
years, 6 months. This reflects a self-report figure where participants were asked to estimate how
much total time they expected to serve from entry point on this period of incarceration to release.
Although this self-report estimate from participants may not be official data from corrections
officials, the number is a close approximation to what the Bureau of Justice Statistics reports for
length of time served in state prisons in 2016 at 2.6 years (Kaeble, 2016).
Crime Types
The majority (59.6%) of study participants were incarcerated for non-violent offenses (as
opposed to 40.4% violent offenses), 25.5% were incarcerated for drug-related crimes (74.5%
non-drug crimes), and 87.4% of participants were serving sentences for non-public order related
offenses (12.6% serving sentences related to public-order offending). It is important to note here
that, as discussed earlier, because original data collection efforts included multiple offenses (up
to 10), these categories are not mutually exclusive, and participants could be represented in more
than one category. See Figure 1 below which displays pie charts for the offense categories.
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Figure 1. Offense Type Pie Charts
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Independent Variables: Indicators of Positive Social Support Pre-Prison
About eighty-one (81.5%) of the sample reported not being married at the time of the
survey. This represents a collapsed category of participants reporting as widowed, divorced,
separated (not due to incarceration), and never married. Most participants (86.0%) report not
receiving financial help from family prior to commitment for their incarceration. However, a
majority (78.8%) did indicate living as a family unit prior to prison. Finally, 82.5% of
participants report receiving any support pre-offense as indicated by either living as a family
unit, receiving financial assistance, or being married.
Independent Variables: Precursors of Negative Social Support Pre-Prison
Regarding drug and alcohol abuse among caregivers, 34.0% of participants reported
growing up in a home where their caretaker did abuse drugs and/or alcohol. Similarly, 39.3% of
participants indicated someone in their family with criminal history. Roughly fourteen (14.3%)
of participants reported being in foster care while growing up and 37.9% report receiving welfare
growing up. About twenty (19.5%) of participants indicate they did live in public housing when
growing up. Exactly 21.0% of participants reported being physically abused and 14.0% reported
being sexually assaulted prior to prison. Finally, 72.2% of participants reported some type of
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precursor to negative social support as indicated by an affirmative response to either caretaker
substance abuse, family criminal history, living in foster care, receiving welfare, living in public
housing, being the victim of physical abuse, or being the victim of sexual abuse.
Dependent Variables: Prison Social Support
Roughly 56.7% of participants report participating in religious activities since being
incarcerated. Interestingly, 68.6% of respondents reported not having received any visits in the
last month from family/friends. This figure is a bit greater than some official data from specific
states, where around 50% of prisoners report not receiving any visits (Turanovic & Tasca, 2017).
Regarding phone calls, 51.4% of respondents report making/receiving at least one phone call in
the last week at the time of the survey. Finally, 87.9% of participants report receiving at least one
type of support, 76.0% report receiving at least two types of support, and 45.7% report receiving
all three types of social support while in prison.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables
Variable

%

Demographic Variables
Gender (Male)
Race (Non-White)

78.6%
52.7%

Conditioning Variables
Offense Type
Non-Violent
Non-Drug Offense
Non-Public Order
Prison Misconduct (No)
Institution Type (State Prison)
Distance from Prison (Over 500 Miles)

59.6%
74.5%
87.4%
52.4%
79.7%
63.8%

Positive Social Support
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Marital Status (Not Married)
Financial Help From Family (No)
Living as a Family Unit (Yes)
Any Support (Yes)

81.5%
86.0%
78.8%
82.5%

Negative Social Support
Caretaker Substance Abuse (Yes)
Family Criminal History (Yes)
Foster Care (Yes)
Received Welfare (Yes)
Public Housing (Yes)
Physical Abuse (Yes)
Sexual Assault (Yes)
Any Negative (Yes)

34.0%
39.3%
14.3%
37.9%
19.5%
21.0%
14.0%
72.2%

Prison Social Support
Phone Calls (Yes)
Religious Activities (Yes)
Visits (No)
Any Support (Yes)

51.4%
56.7%
68.6%
87.9%

Any Support
1 Type of Support
2 Types of Support
All 3 Types of Support

87.9%
76.0%
45.7%

Table 3. Continuous Variables for Study
Variable
Age
Number of Prior Incarcerations
Prison Length (in Months)
Participant Criminal History (# of Prior
Arrests)

3

Mean
35.84
1.58
42.5
4.69

SD
10.51
2.93
73.93
7.68

Range
16-84
0-29
1-858
0-993

Ninety-nine (99) was assigned as the maximum possible value in the dataset.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS FOR DIRECT RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PRE-PRISON & CARCERAL
SUPPORT
In this chapter, direct relationships between indicators of positive social support and
precursors to negative support pre-prison and carceral experiences are examined. Regression
analysis was used to test what types of relationships, either positive or negative, exist between
the independent, control, and dependent variables. Regression analyses are conducted for each of
the first four research hypotheses where odds ratios (ORs) are reported here in-text, as well as in
table form. Tables 4-7 display the results of the odds ratios and standard errors for the series of
logistic regression analyses conducted for hypotheses 1-4.
Results display that for visitation and making/receiving phone calls, the predictor
variables operate similarly in terms of what predicts these and in a similar direction. Fewer of
these predictor variables hold true for religious engagement and they are often in a different
direction. Similarly, many of the control variables trend in the same direction for visits and
phone calls and these do not always hold true for religious engagement. These themes will be
discussed further below.
Analyses
For both the regression and path analyses, the statistical package STATA/IC Version 16.1
for mid-sized datasets was employed as it allows for logistic regression analyses to be conducted.
Logistic Regression Models
The first four hypotheses examine direct relationships between pre-prison social support
and support while incarcerated. The first three hypotheses explore the role of indicators of
positive social support pre-prison (marriage, financial assistance, living as a family unit) and
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their relationship with support while incarcerated, while the fourth hypothesis considers
indicators of negative support (caregiver substance abuse, receiving welfare, growing up in foster
care, living in public housing, family criminal history, physical abuse, sexual abuse).
Hypothesis 1 (Models 1-3) – Any Indicator of Positive Support Pre-Prison
Broadly speaking, receiving any positive support pre-prison as indicated by either
marriage, living as a family unit, or receiving financial assistance consistently was indicative of
receiving greater amounts of support while incarcerated across all three outcome variables
(visits, phone calls, religious engagement).
For participants who reported receiving any support pre-prison, there is a 64% increase in
the odds of receiving a visit while incarcerated (OR=1.637, SE=.0978, p<.001). Regarding the
control variables, those who reported as female there is a 16% increase in the odds of receiving
visits (OR=1.163, SE=.053, p<.01), while those who identified as non-white there is a 30%
decrease in the odds of receiving visits (OR=0.704, SE=.028, p<.001). Additionally, for every
one-year increase in age there is a 1% decrease in the odds of receiving visits (OR=0.989,
SE=.002, p<.001). For each additional year expected to spend in prison, there is a very slight .4%
increase in the odds of visitation (OR=1.004, SE=.001, p<.001). For each prior prison admission
there is a 5.5% decrease in the odds of visitation (OR=0.944, SE=.008, p<.001). For those in a
state prison, there is a 20% increase in the odds of visits (OR=1.198, SE=.061, p<.001). For
participants in a prison more than 500 miles from their home, there is a nearly 60% decrease in
the odds of visitation (OR=0.404, SE=.017, p<.001). Finally, for each arrest prior to prison there
is a predicted 17% decrease in the odds of visits (OR=0.983, SE=.004, p<.001).
For participants who reported receiving any support pre-prison, there is a 37.5% increase
in the odds of making/receiving phone calls while incarcerated (OR=1.375, SE=.078, p<.001).
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Regarding the control variables, for those who reported as female there is a 26% increase in the
odds of making/receiving phone calls (OR=1.262, SE=.063, p<.001), those who identify as nonwhite there is a 14% decrease in the odds of making/receiving phone calls (OR=0.863, SE.035,
p<.001), and with every year increase in age there is a 2% decrease in the odds of
making/receiving phone calls (OR=0.980, SE=.002, p<.001). For every respondent who reports
committing an institutional infraction there is a 10.5% decrease in the odds of making/receiving
phone calls (OR=0.894, SE=.032, p<.01) and for those participants who report being in a state
prison there is a predicted odds of four times as likely to make/receive phone calls (OR=4.047,
SE=.237, p<.001). For each prior instance of incarceration there is a 2.5% decrease in the odds of
making/receiving phone calls (OR=0.973, SE=.007, p<.001). Lastly, for participants who report
being in a prison greater than 500 miles from their home there is a predicted 30% in the odds of
making/receiving phone calls while incarcerated (OR=0.700, SE=.030, p<.001).
For participants who reported receiving any support pre-prison, there is a 21% increase in
the odds of religious services while incarcerated (OR=1.211, SE=.062, p<.001). Regarding the
control variables, those who reported as female there is a 96% predicted increase in the odds of
religious services (OR=1.962, SE=.089, p<.001), those who identify as non-white there is a
52.5% increase in the odds engaging in religious services (OR=1.526, SE=.056, p<.001), and for
every year older in age, there is a predicted 2.5% increase in the odds of engagement in religious
services (OR=1.026, SE=.002, p<.001). For every respondent who reports having committed an
institutional infraction, there is a predicted 10% decrease in the odds of engagement in religious
services while incarcerated (OR=0.904, SE=.028, p<.01) and for every participant who reports
being in a state prison there is a 12% decrease in the predicted odds of in religious engagement
(OR=0.878, SE=.041, p<.01). For each additional previous period of incarceration there is a
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modest 1% decrease in the predicted odds of religious engagement (OR=0.987, SE=.007, p<.05).
Finally, for every arrest prior to prison there is a predicted 1% decrease in religious engagement
while incarcerated (OR=0.990, SE=.003, p<.001).
In sum, the first hypothesis was confirmed as any support pre-prison was strongly and
positively predictive of each of the three carceral support variables. Each of the outcomes were
statistically significant at p<.001, indicating a strong conclusion true differences in positive
social support contribute to greater engagement with social support during incarceration.

Table 4. Odds Ratios & Standard Errors for Regression Analyses for Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 1 (Models 1-3)
Visits (1)
OR
SE
Support
Any Support Pre-Prison 1.637***.098
Controls
Female
Age
Non-White
Infractions
Years in Prison
Facility Type
Prior Prison
Distance
Criminal History
McFadden’s Pseudo R2
*p<.05
**p<.01
***p<.001

1.163***.053
.989*** .002
.704*** .028
.989
.034
1.003***.001
1.198***.060
.947*** .008
.404*** .017
.983*** .004
0.051

Phone (2)
OR
SE

Religion (3)
OR
SE

1.375***.075

1.211***.062

1.262***.063
.980*** .002
.863*** .035
.894** .032
1.000 .001
4.047***.237
.973*** .007
.700*** .030
.997
.003
0.062

1.962***.089
1.026***.002
1.526***.056
.904** .028
.999
.001
.878** .041
.987* .007
1.008 .039
.990*** .003
0.034

Hypothesis 2 (Models 4-6) – Financial Support
Financial support was inconsistent in having a statistical relationship with support during
incarceration. The results for the relationship between receiving financial support pre-prison and

86

visitation while incarcerated nor engaging in religious activities were statistically significant and
will not be reported, nor will the control variables.
However, participants who reported receiving financial assistance from family preprison, they are at a 13% increase in odds to make/receive phone calls while incarcerated
(OR=1.129, SE=.061, p<.05). Regarding the control variables, those who reported as female are
at a 26% increase in odds to make/receive phone calls (OR=1.266, SE=.063, p<.001), with every
one year increase in age there is a 2% decrease in odds of making/receiving phone calls
(OR=0.979, SE=.002, p<.001), participants who identify as non-white are at a 13% decrease in
odds to make/receive phone calls (OR=0.867, SE=.035, p<.001), participants who are in a state
prison are at a predicted odds of four times as likely to make/receive phone calls (OR=4.042,
SE=.236, p<.001), and participants who have committed an institutional infraction are at an 11%
decrease in odds to make/receive phone calls (OR=0.893, SE=.032, p<.01). For each additional
previous period of incarceration there is a predicted 3% decrease in odds of making/receiving
phone calls (OR=0.972, SE=.007, p<.001). Finally, for participants who report being in a prison
greater than 500 miles from their home, there is a predicted 30% decrease in the odds of
making/receiving phone calls while incarcerated (OR=0.697, SE=.030, p<.001).
The results for the relationship between receiving financial support pre-prison and
engaging in religious services while incarcerated are not statistically significant and will not be
reported, nor will the control variables. Therefore, the second hypothesis was only partially
supported due to financial assistance only being predictive of making/receiving phone calls while
incarcerated. It is likely financial support allows for making/receiving phone calls, which are
expensive to conduct, to take place. However, when considering the relationship between
financial support and religious engagement, several of the control variables do operate
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significantly but in different directions. That is, age and non-white display predicted increases
whereas facility type (state prison) displays a predicted decrease in odds. In general, increases in
the odds of religious carceral engagement tends to be predicted by different factors than either
visits or making/receiving phone calls. This trend is displayed across most of the models where
age and non-white tend to show increased predictions in the odds of religious engagement and
facility type decreased odds. This is different from the predictor variables for either visits or
making/receiving phone calls where other factors raise to the level of significance.

Table 5. Odds Ratios & Standard Errors for Regression Analyses for Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 2 (Models 4-6)

Support
Financial Support
Controls
Female
Age
Non-White
Infractions
Years in Prison
Facility Type
Prior Prison
Distance
Criminal History
McFadden’s Pseudo R2
*p<.05
**p<.01
***p<.001

Visits (4)
OR
SE

Phone (5)
OR
SE

Religion (6)
OR
SE

.976

.049

1.129* .061

1.059

1.185***.054
.987*** .001
.711*** .028
.989
.034
1.004***.001
1.195***.059
.943*** .008
.406*** .017
.982*** .004
0.047

1.267***.063
.979*** .001
.867*** .035
.893** .032
1.000 .001
4.042***.236
.972*** .007
.697*** .030
.996
.003
0.061

1.967***.089
1.025***.002
1.525***.056
.903** .028
.999
.001
.879** .041
.987* .007
1.007 .039
.989*** .003
0.033

.048

Hypothesis 3 (Models 7-9) – Living as a Family Unit, Marriage, Financial Support
In this model, all three indicators of positive support pre-prison are considered. Across
the three indicators, there are mixed results for a relationship with carceral support. Living as a
family unit and marriage prior to prison are each found to predict an increase in the three types of
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carceral support (visits, phone calls, and religion). Financial support, however, is only predictive
of an increase in making/receiving phone calls. Readers will notice the indicator of positive
social support, receiving financial assistance, showing up in this model again as it was separately
considered in hypothesis 2. The idea behind this is to get a more complete picture of social
support, including indicators of both expressive and instrumental support in the model.
Additionally, the variable living as a family unit may be considered as both expressive and
instrumental support as one form maybe inform the other.
Correlational Analyses. Hypothesis 3 contains several correlational analyses between
the predictor variables. These are contained in Table 6A and show mostly very low to somewhat
moderate covariances between the predictors in the range of -0.018 – 0.494. Thus, there is little
concern for multicollinearity between the variables in this model.

Table 6A. Correlations Between Predictor Variables for Hypothesis 3

Financial Support
Marriage
Family Unit

Financial Support

Marriage

-0.018
0.494

0.074

Family Unit

Model 7 (Visits). For participants who reported living as a family unit prior to prison,
they are at a 30% increase in odds to receive visits while incarcerated (OR=1.299, SE=.065,
p<.001). Regarding marriage, participants identifying as married are at a 78.5% increased odds
to receive visits while incarcerated (OR=1.785, SE=.087, p<.001). It is interesting that the
relationship between financial support and visits is not statistically significant, given the costs
associated with prison visitation. In terms of the control variables, those who reported as being
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female are at a 17% increase in odds to receive prison visits (OR=1.169, SE=.053, p<.01), with
every one year increase in age there is a predicted 1.5% decrease in the odds of visitation
(OR=0.985, SE=.002, p<.001), for respondents who identify as non-White there is a predicted
28% decrease in the odds of visits (OR=0.722, SE=.028, p<.001), and for every one year
increase in expected length of stay in prison there is a very slight 0.4% increase in odds of visits
(OR=1.004, SE=.001, p<.001). For every prior incarceration there is a predicted 5.5% decrease
in odds of visits (OR=0.945, SE=.008, p<.001). For participants in a state prison, there is a
predicted 14% increase in the odds of visits (OR=1.143, SE=.058, p<.01). Participants in a
prison greater than 500 miles from their home are at a predicted 60% decrease in the odds of
visits (OR=0.396, SE=.016, p<.001) and for every arrest prior to this incarceration there is a
predicted 2% decrease in the odds of visitation (OR=0.983, SE=.004, p<.001).
Model 8 (Phone). For participants who reported living as a family unit prior to prison,
they are at a 19% increase in odds to make/receive phone calls while incarcerated (OR=1.188,
SE=.061, p<.01). For participants who reported being married, they are at a 43.5% increase in
odds of making/receiving phone calls while incarcerated (OR=1.436, SE=.079, p<.001). For
participants who reported receiving financial assistance prior to prison, they are at a 12%
increase in the odds of making/receiving phone calls while incarcerated (OR=1.122, SE=.063,
p<.05). Regarding the control variables in the model, participants reporting as female correspond
to a 25% predicted increase in the odds of making/receiving phone calls (OR=1.254, SE=.062,
p<.001), with every year increase in age there is a roughly 2% decrease in predicted odds of
phone calls (OR=0.978, SE=.002, p<.001), for those participants identifying as non-White there
is a predicted 13% decrease in the odds of phone calls made/received (OR=0.871, SE=.036,
p<.01), for any participant who reports committing an institutional infraction there is a predicted
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10% decrease in the odds of making/receiving phone calls (OR=0.903, SE=.033, p<.01), and
participants in state prisons are at an increased odds of three times as likely to make/receive
phone calls (OR=3.954, SE=.232, p<.001). For every prior period of incarceration there is a
predicted 3% decrease in the odds of making/receiving phone calls (OR=0.973, SE=.007,
p<.001). Finally, for participants who report being in a prison greater than 500 miles from their
home there is a predicted 30.5% decrease in the odds of making/receiving phone calls while
incarcerated (OR=0.694, SE=.030, p<.001).
Model 9 (Religion). For participants who reported being married, they are at a 35%
increase in the odds of engaging in religious services while incarcerated (OR=1.354, SE= .065,
p<.001). Unlike visits and phone calls, living with family did not display an association with
religious engagement, nor did financial support. Regarding the control variables in the model,
participants reporting as female correspond to a 96% predicted increase in the odds of engaging
in religious services (OR=1.959, SE=.089, p<.001), with every year increase in age there is a
roughly 2% increase in the predicted odds of religious services (OR=1.024, SE=.002, p<.001),
for those participants identifying as non-White there is a predicted 54.5% increase in the odds of
religion (OR=1.545, SE=.057, p<.001), for any participants who reports committing an
institutional infraction there is a predicted 9% decrease in the odds of religion (OR=0.909,
SE=.028, p<.01), and participants in state prisons are at a 14% decrease in the odds of engaging
in religion (OR=0.857, SE=.040, p<.01). For every arrest prior to incarceration there is a
predicted 1% decrease in the odds of engaging in religious services (OR=0.990, SE=.003,
p<.001).
Overall, it appears indicators of expressive support (family unit and marriage) as
predictive of the odds of increasing carceral support tend to be supported by the data. Whereas,
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the lone indicator of instrumental support in this study (financial support) is only predictive of
increasing phone calls. In addition, indicators of positive support experiences pre-prison, for the
most part, matter for carceral support. As anticipated, living as a family unit and marriage
consistently predict increases in visits, phone calls, and religious engagement while incarcerated.
However, financial support was more inconsistent in its relationship with carceral support
experiences (only making/receiving phone calls) and therefore the hypothesis was only partially
supported.

Table 6B. Odds Ratios & Standard Errors for Regression Analyses for Hypothesis 3
Hypothesis 3 (Models 7-9)

Support
Financial Support
Marriage
Family Unit
Controls
Female
Age
Non-White
Infractions
Years in Prison
Facility Type
Prior Prison
Distance
Criminal History
McFadden’s Pseudo R2
*p<.05
**p<.01
***p<.001

Visits (7)
OR
SE

Phone (8)
OR
SE

Religion (9)
OR
SE

.958
.049
1.785***.087
1.299***.065

1.122* .063
1.436***.079
1.188** .061

1.058 .049
1.354***.065
1.063 .048

1.169** .054
.985*** .002
.722*** .028
1.011 .035
1.004***.001
1.143** .058
.945*** .008
.396*** .016
.983*** .004
0.058

1.254***.063
.978*** .002
.871** .036
.903** .033
.999
.001
3.954***.232
.973*** .007
.694*** .030
.997
.003
0.065

1.959***.088
1.024***.002
1.545***.057
.909** .027
.999
.001
.857** .040
.988
.007
1.003 .039
.990*** .003
0.036

Hypothesis 4 (Models 10-12) – Negative Precursors to Social Support
For participants who reported any type of negative precursor to social support, there is a
predicted 25% decrease in the odds of visits while incarcerated (OR=0.747, SE=.033, p<.001).
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This result sets the tone for much of what was found in this model. For example, with nearly all
the precursors to negative social support a predicted decrease is found with both visits and phone
calls made and received while incarcerated. This may be because these negative precursors to
support, even early in life, limit the strength of relationships in adulthood. Interestingly,
however, many of these same negative precursors are found to predict an increase in engagement
with religious services while incarcerated. These results may be in line with what O’Connor and
Duncan (2011) discuss as some of the reasons behind a move to religion while incarcerated. That
is, religion offers a chance at redemption and a sense of hope for persons in this population.
Correlational Analyses. Hypothesis 4 also contains several correlational analyses
between the predictor variables. These are displayed in Table 7A and show mostly low to
moderate correlational values between the predictor variables in the range of 0.221-0.658.
Because all correlational values are below 0.80, there is little concern for multicollinearity
between the predictor variables and it is appropriate to proceed with the analysis.

Table 7A. Correlations Between Predictor Variables for Hypothesis 4
Substance Abuse Criminal History Foster Care Welfare
Sexual
Substance Abuse
Criminal History
Foster Care
Welfare
Public Housing
Physical
Sexual

0.364
0.506
0.307
0.377
0.424
0.382

0.389
0.245
0.300
0.348
0.337

0.355
0.447
0.523
0.489

0.437
0.242
0.221

Public Housing Physical

0.328
0.306

0.658

Caregiver Substance Abuse. Returning to the general findings from above, here,
caregiver substance abuse is found to be predictive of a decrease in odds of both visits and phone
calls and an increase in odds of religious engagement while incarcerated. For participants who
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reported living with a parent or guardian who abused drugs/alcohol, there is a predicted 10%
decrease in odds of visits while incarcerated (OR=0.900, SE=.027, p<.01). The control variables
in this part of the model which rose to the level of statistical significance are: Identifying as
female (OR=1.194, SE=.054, p<.001), age (OR=0.987, SE=.002, p<.001), identifying as nonWhite (OR=0.706, SE=.028, p<.001), years expected to spend in prison (OR=1.004, SE=.001,
p<.001), number of prior incarcerations (OR=0.945, SE=.008, p<.001), being in a state prison
(OR=1.187, SE=.059, p<.01), distance from prison to home (OR=0.406, SE=.017, p<.001), and
individual criminal history (OR=0.982, SE=.004, p<.001).
For participants who reported living with a parent or guardian who abused drugs/alcohol,
there is a predicted 12% decrease in odds of making/receiving phone calls while incarcerated
(OR=0.881, SE=.025, p<.001). The control variables in this part of the model which rose to the
level of statistical significance are: Identifying as female (OR=1.294, SE=.065, p<.001), age
(OR=.978, SE=.002, p<.001), identifying as non-White (OR=0.862, SE=.035, p<.001), having
committed an institutional infraction (OR=0.899, SE=.033, p<.01), being in a state prison
(OR=4.012, SE=.235, p<.001), number of prior incarcerations (OR=0.974, SE=.007, p<.001),
and distance from prison to home (0.698, SE=.030, p<.001).
For participants who reported living with a parent or guardian who abused drugs/alcohol,
there is a predicted 8% increase in the odds of religious service engagement while incarcerated
(OR=1.087, SE=.029, p<.01). The control variables in this part of the model which rose to the
level of statistical significance are: Identifying as female (OR=1.962, SE=.089, p<.001), age
(OR=1.025, SE=.002, p<.001), identifying as non-White (OR=1.536, SE=.056, p<.001), having
committed an institutional infraction (OR=0.900, SE=.028, p<.01), being in a state prison
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(OR=0.884, SE=.041, p<.01), number of prior instances of incarceration (OR=0.986, SE=.007,
p<.05), and individual criminal history (OR=0.989, SE=.003, p<.001).
Together, substance using caregiver tended to decrease the predicted odds of visits and
making/receiving phone calls and increased the odds of religious engagement. Across the
models, control variables such as female, age (younger), non-white, prior prison, distance, and
individual criminal decreased the odds of visits and phone calls, with some differences noted for
religious engagement.
Family Criminal History. A similar trend continues here with the relationship between
family criminal history and visits/phone calls where there is a predicted decrease in odds found,
but no relationship with religious engagement4. For participants who report a family member
with a criminal history, there is a predicted 10% decrease in odds of visitation while incarcerated
(OR=0.903, SE=.025, p<.001). The control variables in this part of the model which rose to the
level of statistical significance are: Identifying as female (OR=1.194, SE=.054, p<.001), age
(OR=0.988, SE=.002, p<.001), identifying as non-White (OR=0.717, SE=.028, p<.001), years
expected to spend in prison (OR=1.004, SE=.001, p<.001), prior incarcerations (OR=0.945,
SE=.008, p<.001), being in a state prison (OR=1.189, SE=.059, p<.01), distance from prison to
home (OR=0.405, SE=.017, p<.001), and individual criminal history (OR=0.982, SE=.004,
p<.001).
For participants who report a family member with a criminal history, there is a predicted
8.5% decrease in odds of making/receiving phone calls while incarcerated (OR=0.915, SE=.023,
p<.001). The control variables in this part of the model which rose to the level of statistical

Non-signifcant results for religious engagement (family criminal history, foster care, welfare,
public housing) and controls are not reported in-text, but are available in Table 6B.
4
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significance are: Identifying as female (OR=1.289, SE=.064, p<.001), age (OR=0.979, SE=.002,
p<.001), identifying as non-White (OR=0.878, SE=.036, p<.01), having committed an
institutional infraction (OR=0.899, SE=.033, p<.01), being in a state prison (OR=4.018,
SE=.124, p<.001), prior periods of incarcerations (OR=0.974, SE=.007, p<.001), and distance
from prison to home (OR=0.698, SE=.030, p<.001).
Foster Care. Here, again, the results show predicted decreases in odds for both visits and
phone calls when considering relationships with growing up in foster care, and no relationship
with religious engagement. For participants who report growing up in a foster care environment,
there is a predicted 35% decrease in odds of prison visitation (OR=0.651, SE=.044, p<.001). The
control variables in this part of the model which rose to the level of statistical significance are:
Identifying as female (OR=1.201, SE=.055, p<.001), age (OR=0.986, SE=.002, p<.001),
identifying as non-White (OR=0.699, SE=.028, p<.001), years expected to spend in prison
(OR=1.004, SE=.001, p<.001), previous periods of incarceration (OR=0.951. SE=.008, p<.001),
being in a state prison (OR=1.184, SE=.059, p<.01), distance from prison to home (OR=.400,
SE=.017, p<.001), and individual criminal history (OR=0.983, SE=.004, p<.001).
For participants who report growing up in foster care, there is a predicted 22% decrease
in odds of making/receiving phone calls while incarcerated (OR=0.779, SE=.045, p<.001). The
control variables in this part of the model which rose to the level of statistical significance are:
Identifying as female (OR=1.295, SE=.065, p<.001), age (OR=0.978, SE=.002, p<.001),
identifying as non-White (OR=0.868, SE=.036, p<.001), having committed an institutional
infraction (OR=0.898, SE=.033, p<.01), being in a state prison (OR=4.032, SE=.238, p<.001),
prior periods of incarceration (OR=0.977, SE=.007, p<.01), and distance from prison to home
(OR=0.702, SE=.031, p<.001).
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Welfare. Similar results continue to hold true regarding welfare as a precursor to negative
social support except that phone calls joins religious engagement as not statistically significant.
For participants who report receiving welfare benefits while growing up, there is a predicted 7%
decrease in the odds of visits while incarcerated (OR=0.929, SE=.017, p<.001). The control
variables in this part of the model which rose to the level of statistical significance are:
Identifying as female (OR=1.185, SE=.054, p<.001), age (OR=0.987, SE=.002, p<.001),
identifying as non-White (OR=0.721, SE=.028, p<.001), years expected to spend in prison
(OR=1.004, SE=.001, p<.001), number of prior incarcerations (OR=0.944, SE=.008, p<.001),
being in a state prison (OR=1.189, SE=.059, p<.01), distance from prison to home (OR=0.405,
.017, p<.001), and individual criminal history (OR=0.982, .004, p<.001).
Public Housing. The results regarding public housing as a precursor to negative social
support and visits/phone calls while incarcerated are not as limiting. That is, the predicted
decrease in odds of carceral support (visits/phone calls) due to this type of precursor to negative
support is not as dramatic as with other early experiences. It could also be that something such as
foster care is particular impactful on the individual who is reporting. For participants who
reported growing up in public housing, there is a predicted 13% decrease in odds of receiving
visits while incarcerated (OR=0.869, SE=.026, p<.001). The control variables in this part of the
model which rose to the level of statistical significance are: Identifying as female (OR=1.181,
SE=.054, p<.001), age (OR=0.987, SE=.002, p<.001), identifying as non-White (OR=0.728,
SE=.029, p<.001), years expected to spend in prison (OR=1.004, SE=.001, p<.001), number of
prior incarcerations (OR=0.944, SE=.008, p<.001), being in a state prison (1.188, SE=.059,
p<.01), distance from prison to home (OR=0.404, SE=.016, p<.001), and individual criminal
history (OR=0.982, SE=.004, p<.001).
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For participants who reported growing up in public housing, there is a predicted 7%
decrease in the odds of making/receiving phone calls while incarcerated (OR=0.931, SE=.024,
p<.01). The control variables in this part of the model which rose to the level of statistical
significance are: Identifying as female (OR=1.276, SE=.064, p<.001), age (OR=0.979, SE=.002,
p<.001), identifying as non-White (OR=0.881, SE=.036, p<.01), having committed an
institutional infraction (OR=0.898, SE=.033, P<.01), being in a state prison (OR=4.029,
SE=.235, p<.001), number of prior periods of incarceration (OR=0.973, SE=.007, p<.001), and
distance from prison to home (OR=.697, SE=.030, p<.001).
Remaining consistent, the relationship between growing up in public housing and
engaging in religious services while incarcerated is not statistically significant, much like other
negative support precursors. Overall, the results indicate prior unstable housing experiences in
childhood are somewhat associated with decreased carceral support.
Physical Abuse. In this part of the hypothesis, the results begin to shift a bit as the
relationship between precursor to negative support and religious engagement while incarcerated
are concerned. That is, the study finds both physical and sexual abuse prior to prison (as
precursors to negative social support) predict increases in religious engagement while
incarcerated. These results may comport with what Dye et al. (2014) find in their own research
regarding religious engagement in prison, especially for females. Or, that religion helps as a
coping mechanism with pain and depression. It may also be that the individuals reporting these
traumas have experienced an accumulation of negative life events (non-white, age, gender,
individual criminal history) and exist differently from some of the other negative precursors
which stem from external factors.
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For participants who reported being physically abused prior to prison, there is a predicted
8.5% decrease in the odds of visitation while incarcerated (OR=0.916, SE=.036, p<.05). The
control variables in this part of the model which rose to the level of statistical significance are:
Identifying as female (OR=1.220, SE=.058, p<.001), age (OR=0.987, SE=.002, p<.001),
identifying as non-White (OR=0.705, SE=.028, p<.001), time expected to spend in time
(OR=1.004, SE=.001, p<.001), being in a state prison (OR=1.190, SE=.059, p<.01), prior
instances of incarceration (OR=0.944, SE=.008, p<.001), distance from prison to home
(OR=0.405, SE=.017, p<.001), and individual criminal history (Or=0.982, SE=.004, p<.001).
For participants who reported being physically abused prior to prison, there is a predicted
12.5% decrease in the odds of making/receiving phone calls while incarcerated (OR=0.874,
SE=.034, p<.01). The control variables in this part of the model which rose to the level of
statistical significance are: Identifying as female (OR=1.341, SE=.069, p<.001), age (OR=0.979,
SE=.002, p<.001), identifying as non-White (OR=0.859, SE=.035, p<.001), having committed an
institutional infraction (OR=0.903, SE=.033, p<.01), being in a state prison (OR=4.016,
SE=.235, p<.001), any prior periods of incarcerations (OR=0.974, SE=.007, p<.001), and
distance from prison to home (OR=0.698, SE=.030, p<.001).
For participants who reported being physically abused prior to prison, there is a predicted
18% increase in the odds of engaging in religious services while incarcerated (OR=1.183,
SE=.046, p<.001). The control variables in this part of the model which rose to the level of
statistical significance are: Identifying as female (1.865, SE=.088, p<.001), age (1.025, SE=.002,
p<.001), identifying as non-White (OR=1.549, SE=.057, p<.001), having committed an
institutional infraction (OR=0.893, SE=.028, p<.001), being in a state prison (OR=0.886,
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SE=.042, p<.05), any prior periods of incarceration (OR=0.986, SE=.007, p<.05), and individual
criminal history (OR=0.989, SE=.003, p<.001).
Sexual Abuse. For participants who reported experiencing sexual abuse prior to prison,
there is a predicted 8.5% decrease in the odds of visitation while incarcerated (OR=0.913,
SE=.033, p<.05). The control variables in this part of the model which rose to the level of
statistical significance are: Identifying as female (OR=1.219, SE=.057, p<.001), age (OR=0.987,
SE=.002, p<.001), identifying as non-White (OR=0.706, SE=.028, p<.001), years expected to
spend in prison (OR=1.004, SE=.001. p<.001), number of prior incarcerations (OR=0.944,
SE=.008, p<.001), being in a state prison (OR=1.190, SE=.059, p<.01), distance from prison to
home (OR=0.406, SE=.017, p<.001), and individual criminal history (OR=0.982, SE=.004,
p<.001).
For participants who reported experiencing sexual abuse prior to prison, there is a
predicted 6% decrease in the odds of making/receiving phone calls while incarcerated
(OR=0.941, SE=.031, p<.05). The control variables in this part of the model which rose to the
level of statistical significance are: Identifying as female (OR=1.305, SE=.067, p<.001), age
(OR=0.979, SE=.002, p<.001), identifying as non-White (OR=0.867, SE=.035, p<.001), having
committed an institutional infraction (OR=0.897, SE=.032, p<.01), being in a state prison
(OR=4.027, SE=.235, p<.001), number of prior periods of incarceration (OR=0.973, SE=.007,
p<.001), and distance from prison to home (OR=0.699, SE=.030, p<.001).
For participants who reported being sexually abused prior to prison, there is a predicted
12% increase in the odds of engaging in religious services while incarcerated (OR=1.118,
SE=.037, p<.001). The control variables in this part of the model which rose to the level of
statistical significance are: Identifying as female (OR=1.905, SE=.088, p<.001), age (OR=1.025,
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SE=.002, p<.001), identifying as non-White (OR=1.539, SE=.056, p<.001), having committed an
institutional infraction (OR=0.899, SE=.028, p<.01), being in a state prison (OR=0.883,
SE=.041, p<.01), number of prior periods of incarceration (OR=0.986, SE=.006, p<.05), and
individual criminal history (OR=0.989, SE=.003, p<.001).
Collectively, most of the negative precursor to social support variables predict a decrease
in expected odds of both visits and phone calls while incarcerated. The exception to this is with
religion as a carceral experience and social support. In many instances, the results are not
significant except when trauma (physical and sexual abuse) are considered. These two precursors
to negative support predict increases in religious engagement while incarcerated. These results
reflect what is discussed in the literature regarding religion as an opportunity of redemption for
those who have been victimized. Most of these negative experiences transcend into adulthood
and serve as difficult patterns to break. Further, each of these precursors are important
individually but collectively these experiences are powerful.
Overall, in Chapter 4, many of the findings support the original hypotheses regarding
both instrumental and expressive (positive indicators of) support as well as precursors to
negative support. That is, several of the positive social support variables predict increases in
carceral support and the negative support variables decreases in carceral support. There is some
inconsistency when it comes to predicting religious engagement, some of the relationships are in
the opposite direction of the hypotheses, whereas other direct relationships hold up. Overall,
strong support for the first four hypotheses are found as direct relationships between pre-prison
and carceral support.

Table 7B. Odds Ratios & Standard Errors for Regression Analyses for Hypothesis 4
Hypothesis 4 (Models 10-12)
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Visits (10)
OR
SE

Phone (11)
OR
SE

Religion (12)
OR
SE

Support
Caregiver Substance Use .900** .027
Female
1.194***.054
Age
.987*** .002
Non-White
.706*** .028
Infractions
.995
.034
Years in Prison
1.004***.001
Facility Type
1.187** .059
Prior Prison
.945*** .008
Distance
.406*** .017
Criminal History
.982*** .004
McFadden’s Pseudo R2 0.048

.881*** .025
1.294***.065
.978*** .002
.862*** .035
.899** .033
1.000 .001
4.012***.235
.974*** .007
.698*** .030
.997
.003
0.062

1.087** .029
1.962***.089
1.025***.002
1.536***.056
.900** .028
.999
.001
.884** .041
.986* .007
1.007 .039
.989*** .003
0.034

Family Criminal History .903*** .025
Female
1.194***.054
Age
.988*** .002
Non-White
.717*** .028
Infractions
.996
.034
Years in Prison
1.004***.001
Facility Type
1.189** .059
Prior Prison
.945*** .008
Distance
.405*** .017
Criminal History
.982*** .004
McFadden’s Pseudo R2 0.048

.915*** .023
1.289***.064
.979*** .002
.878** .036
.899** .033
1.000 .001
4.018***.124
.974*** .007
.698*** .030
.997
.003
0.061

1.016 .024
1.973***.089
1.025***.002
1.526***.056
.904** .028
.999
.001
.880** .041
.987* .007
1.008 .039
.989*** .003
0.033

Foster Care
Female
Age
Non-White
Infractions
Years in Prison
Facility Type
Prior Prison
Distance
Criminal History
McFadden’s Pseudo R2

.651*** .044
1.201***.055
.986*** .002
.699*** .028
1.000 .035
1.004***.001
1.184** .059
.951*** .008
.400*** .017
.983*** .004
0.050

.779*** .045
1.295***.065
.978*** .002
.868** .036
.898** .033
1.001 .001
4.032***.238
.977** .007
.702*** .031
.998
.003
0.062

.967
.049
2.014***.092
1.025***.002
1.526***.056
.911** .028
.999
.001
.880** .042
.989
.006
1.005 .039
.990*** .003
0.034

Welfare
Female
Age
Non-White
Infractions
Years in Prison
Facility Type
Prior Prison
Distance
Criminal History
McFadden’s Pseudo R2

.929***.017
1.185***.054
.987*** .002
.721*** .028
.996
.034
1.004***.001
1.189** .059
.944*** .008
.405*** .017
.982*** .004
0.048

.979
.017
1.278***.064
.979*** .002
.874** .036
.896** .032
1.000 .001
4.030***.235
.973*** .007
.698*** .030
.997
.003
0.061

.991
.016
1.977***.089
1.025***.002
1.531***.056
.905** .028
.999
.001
.879** .041
.987*** .007
1.008 .039
.989*** .003
0.033

Public Housing
Female
Age

.869*** .026
1.181***.054
.987*** .002

.931** .024
1.276***.064
.979*** .002

1.013 .023
1.977***.089
1.025***.002

102

Non-White
Infractions
Years in Prison
Facility Type
Prior Prison
Distance
Criminal History
McFadden’s Pseudo R2

.728*** .029
.996
.035
1.004***.001
1.188** .059
.944*** .008
.404*** .016
.982*** .004
0.048

.881** .036
.898** .033
1.003 .001
4.029***.235
.973*** .007
.697*** .030
.997
.003
0.061

1.525***.056
.904** .028
.999
.001
.879** .041
.987* .006
1.008 .039
.989*** .003
0.033

Physical Abuse
Female
Age
Non-White
Infractions
Years in Prison
Facility Type
Prior Prison
Distance
Criminal History
McFadden’s Pseudo R2

.916* .036
1.220***.058
.987*** .002
.705*** .028
.996
.034
1.004***.001
1.190** .059
.944*** .008
.405*** .017
.982*** .004
0.047

.874** .034
1.341***.069
.979*** .002
.859*** .035
.903** .033
1.000 .001
4.016***.235
.974*** .007
.698*** .030
.997
.003
0.061

1.183***.046
1.865***.088
1.025***.002
1.549***.057
.893*** .028
.999
.001
.886* .042
.986* .007
1.007 .039
.989*** .003
0.034

Sexual Abuse
Female
Age
Non-White
Infractions
Years in Prison
Facility Type
Prior Prison
Distance
Criminal History
McFadden’s Pseduo R2
*p<.05
**p<.01
***p<.001

.913* .033
1.219***.057
.987*** .002
.706*** .028
.993
.034
1.004***.001
1.190** .059
.944*** .008
.406*** .017
.982*** .004
0.047

.941* .031
1.305***.067
.979*** .002
.867*** .035
.897** .032
1.000 .001
4.027***.235
.973*** .007
.699*** .030
.997
.003
0.061

1.118** .037
1.905***.088
1.025***.002
1.539***.056
.899** .028
.999
.001
.883** .041
.986* .006
1.005 .039
.989*** .003
0.034

Full Model with Negative Precursors
To better determine which predictor and control variables retained significant, a model
was created with all precursor to negative support variables. The outcomes of this are reported
below.
For participants who reported a substance abusing caregiver, there is a predicted 5%
decrease in the odds of visits while incarcerated (OR=0.947, SE=.031, p<.05). The remaining
predictor variables in the model which rose to the level of statistical significance are: Family
criminal history (OR=0.921, SE=.027, p<.01), foster care (OR=0.695, SE=.048, p<.001), and
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public housing (0.895, SE=.029, p<.01). The control variables which remain significant are:
Identifying as female (OR=1.238, SE=.060, p<.001), age (0.985, SE=.002, p<.001), identifying
as non-White (OR=0.719, SE=.029, p<.001), years in prison (OR=1.004, SE=.001, p<.001),
prior prison terms (OR=0.953, SE=.008, p<.001), being in a state prison (OR=1.164, SE=.059,
p<.01), distance from prison to home (OR=0.399, SE=.016, p<.001), and individual criminal
history (OR=0.983, SE=.004, p<.001).
Regarding phone contacts, participants who reported a family member(s) with a criminal
history there is a predicted 6.5% decrease in the odds of making/receiving phone calls while
incarcerated (OR=0.935, SE=.025, p<.01). The additional predictor variables which retain
statistical significance in this full model are: Caregiver substance use (OR=0.929, SE=.029,
p<.05), growing up in foster care (OR=0.828, SE=.051, p<.01), and physical abuse (OR=0.912,
SE=.039, p<.05). In this part of the model, many control variables remain statistically significant
and include: Identifying as female (1.349, SE=.072, P<.001), age (OR=0.978, SE=.002, p<.001),
identifying as non-White (OR=0.869, SE=.036, p<.01), being in a state prison (OR=3.996,
SE=.236, p<.001), prior prison term(s) (OR=0.979, SE=.008, p<.01), and distance from prison to
home (OR=0.700, SE=.031, p<.001).
Lastly, participants who reported living with a substance abusing caregiver while
growing up are predicted to experience a 7% increase in the odds of religious engagement while
incarcerated (OR=1.072, SE=.032, p<.05). The other predictor variables which retained
statistical significance include: Growing up in foster care (OR=0.897, SE=.049, p<.05), physical
abuse (OR=1.163, SE=.050, p<.001), and sexual abuse (OR=1.080, SE=.039, P<.05). Several
control variables retain statistical significance and include: Identifying as female (OR=1.858,
SE=.089, p<.001), age (OR=1.025, SE=.002, p<.001), identifying as non-White (OR=1.555,
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SE=.059, p<.001), being in a state prison (OR=0.899, SE=.042, p<.05), and individual criminal
history (OR=0.989, SE=.003, p<.001).
Table 8. Odds Ratios & Standard Errors for Regression Analyses for Model with all Negative
Precursors
Model 13
Visits
OR

SE

Phone
OR

SE

Religion
OR

SE

Negative Support
Caregiver Substance Use
Family Criminal History
Foster Care
Welfare
Public Housing
Physical Abuse
Sexual Abuse

.947*
.921**
.695***
.968
.895**
.988
.952

.031
.027
.048
.019
.029
.042
.037

.929*
.935**
.828**
1.001
.954
.912*
1.006

.029
.025
.051
.019
.027
.039
.037

1.072*
1.005
.897*
.991
1.015
1.163***
1.080*

.032
.025
.049
.017
.026
.050
.039

Controls
Female
Age
Non-White
Infractions
Years in Prison
Facility Type
Prior Prison
Distance
Criminal History
McFadden’s Pseudo R2

1.238***
.985***
.719***
1.015
1.004***
1.164**
.953***
.399***
.983***
0.053

.060
.002
.029
.035
.001
.059
.008
.016
.004

1.349***
.978***
.869**
.909
1.001
3.996***
.979**
.700***
.998
0.064

.072
.002
.036
.034
.001
.236
.008
.031
.003

1.858***
1.025***
1.555***
.897**
.999
.899*
.988
1.003
.989***
0.036

.089
.002
.059
.028
.001
.042
.007
.039
.003

*p<.05
**p<.01
***p<.001

The results of the full model with all precursor to negative support variables closely
resembles the seven contained within hypothesis 4. Substance using caregiver, family criminal
history, and foster care consistently decrease visits and phone calls, with foster care also
reducing religious engagement. Welfare, public housing and physical/sexual abuse were more
inconsistent in terms of what they predicted. Only foster care predicts decreased odds of
religious engagement, whereas several variables (caregiver substance use and physical/sexual
abuse) predict increases in the odds of religion. Finally, the controls are consistent in what they
predict, with the exception of religious engagement where the direction is different for age, nonwhite, and facility type.
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Full Model with All Predictor Variables
Next, a model is created which includes all predictor, both positive and negative indictors
and precursors of social support, and control variables. These outcomes are reported below.
For participants who report being married there is a predicted increase of 80% in the odds
of being visited while incarcerated (OR=1.803, SE=.089, p<.001). The other predictor variables
which retained statistical significance include: Living as a family unit (OR=1.359, SE=.071,
p<.001), having a family member(s) with a criminal history (OR=0.901, SE=.026, p<.001),
growing up in foster care (OR=0.713, SE=.049, p<.001), and living in public housing while
growing up (OR=0.896, SE=.029, p<.01). The control variables in the model which retain
statistical significance include: Identifying as female (OR=1.226, SE=.060, p<.001), age
(OR=0.983, SE=.002, p<.001), identifying as non-White (OR=0.732, SE=.029, p<.001), years
expected to serve in prison (OR=1.004, SE=.001, p<.001), prior prison term(s) (OR=0.954,
SE=.008, p<.001), being in a state prison (OR=1.111, SE=.057, p<.05), distance from prison to
home (OR=0.389, SE=.016, p<.001), and individual criminal history (OR=0.985, SE=.004,
p<.001).
For participants who report receiving financial support from family prior to incarceration
there is a predicted 16% increase in the odds of making/receiving phone calls (OR=1.161,
SE=.065, p<.01). Additional predictor variables which remain statistically significant in the
model include: Marriage (OR=1.440, SE=.079, p<.001), living as a family unit (OR=1.218,
SE=.062, p<.001), living with a caregiver who abused substances while growing up (OR=0.923,
SE=.029, p<.05), having a family member(s) with a criminal history (OR=0.923, SE=.024,
p<.01), growing up in foster care (OR=0.819, SE=.049, p<.01), living in public housing while
growing up (OR=0.951, SE=.027, p<.05), and physical abuse (OR=0.905, SE=.039, p<.05).
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Control variables which remain statistically significant are as follows: Identifying as female
(OR=1.328, SE=.071, p<.001), age (OR=0.977, SE=.002, p<.001), identifying as non-White
(OR=0.869, SE=.037, p<.01), having committed an institutional infraction (OR=0.919, SE=.034,
p<.05), being in a state prison (OR=3.913, SE=.232, p<.001), prior prison term(s) (OR=0.979,
SE=.008, p<.01), and distance from prison to home (OR=0.695, SE=.031, p<.001).
For participants who report being married there is a predicted 33% increase in the odds of
religious engagement while incarcerated (OR=1.330, SE=.065, p<.001). The other predictor
variables which retain statistical significance in the model include: Living with a caregiver who
abused substances while growing up (OR=1.069, SE=.032, p<.05), growing up in foster care
(OR=0.899, SE=.049, p<.05), physical abuse (OR=1.163, SE=.051, p<.01), and sexual abuse
(OR=1.076, SE=.039, p<.05). The control variables in the model which remained statistically
significant include: Identifying as female (OR=1.848, SE=.089, p<.001), age (OR=1.024,
SE=.002, p<.001), identifying as non-White (OR=1.575, SE=.059, p<.001), having committed an
institutional infraction (OR=0.904, SE=.029, p<.01), being in a state prison (OR=0.869,
SE=.041, p<.01), and individual criminal history (OR=0.990, SE=.003, p<.001).
Results from the full model with all predictor (positive and negative), as well as control
variables (demographic and criminal history), demonstrate most all variables remain in the same
direction (increase/decrease) as in models where they were considered either individually or in
smaller groups. This likely indicates predictor and control variables remain stable despite being
controlling for many factors. In other words, each of these predictor and control variables
contributes some predictive value, either increasing or decreasing the odds of carceral support.
Where statistical significance changes, in the full model with all predictor and control variables,
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caregiver substance abuse actually becomes statistically significant regarding making/receiving
phone calls.

Table 9. Odds Ratios & Standard Errors for Regression Analyses for Model with all Predictor
Variables
Model 14
Visits
OR

Phone
OR

SE

SE

Religion
OR

SE

Positive Support
Financial Support
Marriage
Family Unit

.995
.053
1.803*** .089
1.359*** .071

1.161** .065
1.440*** .079
1.218*** .062

1.045
.049
1.330*** .065
1.057
.049

Negative Support
Caregiver Substance Use
Family Criminal History
Foster Care
Welfare
Public Housing
Physical Abuse
Sexual Abuse

.942
.901***
.713***
.965
.896**
.986
.947

.031
.026
.049
.019
.029
.042
.037

.923*
.923**
.819**
1.001
.951*
.905*
.997

.029
.024
.049
.019
.027
.039
.036

1.069*
1.001
.899*
.988
1.013
1.163**
1.076*

.032
.025
.049
.017
.026
.051
.039

Controls
Female
Age
Non-White
Infractions
Years in Prison
Facility Type
Prior Prison
Distance
Criminal History
McFadden’s Pseudo R2

1.226***
.983***
.732***
1.038
1.004***
1.111*
.954***
.389***
.985***
0.065

.060
.002
.029
.036
.001
.057
.008
.016
.004

1.328***
.977***
.869**
.919*
1.001
3.913***
.979**
.695***
.999
0.069

.071
.002
.037
.034
.001
.232
.008
.031
.003

1.848***
1.024***
1.575***
.904**
.999
.869**
.989
.998
.990***
0.038

.089
.002
.059
.029
.001
.041
.007
.039
.003

*p<.05
**p<.01
***p<.001

Collectively, most of the negative precursor to social support variables predict a decrease
in expected odds of both visits and phone calls while incarcerated. The exception to this is with
religion as a carceral experience and social support. In many instances, the results are not
significant except when trauma (physical and sexual abuse) are considered, as well as with foster
care decreasing the predicted odds. These two precursors to negative support predict increases in
religious engagement while incarcerated. These results reflect what is discussed in the literature
regarding religion as an opportunity of redemption for those who have been victimized.
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Additional Evaluations and Post Hoc Examinations
Opportunity and access to social support can be measured in a variety of ways, which the
analyses considered to supplement the main models presented in Chapter 4. The survey data
provided additional points of consideration that added barriers to visits and phone calls based on
institutional rules and conduct. Overall, the models did not change even with these additional
inclusions. There are likely other variables which help to account for access and blockage of
social support in prison. For example, whether an inmate is even allowed visitation and the
ability to make/receive phone calls may be important to understand. Checks were conducted to
see if either of these variables should be included in the models. The first, allowed visits, was a
missing considerable amount of data (roughly 30%) and therefore was excluded from the
analyses. The second, allowed phone calls, was determined to be appropriate for further
consideration after discovering some variation with inmates not being allowed phone calls.
When this variable was entered into the models as a control, however, the results (including
pseudo R2 values) remained strong, consistent, and predictive in all controls and independent
variables.
The data also contained a variable further looking at institutional misconduct, referred to
as loss of privileges. This variable may add clarification to access/blockage of carceral support
by looking at what may restrict visitation and making/receiving phone calls. On evaluation, there
were enough inmates who reported this loss in privileges to consider it in the models. Similar to
the addition of allowed phone calls, including loss of privileges into the models did not change
the robustness of the results lending confidence to the overall results.
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Summary
Overall, in Chapter 4, many of the findings support the original hypotheses regarding
both instrumental and expressive (positive indicators of) support as well as precursors to
negative support. That is, several of the positive social support variables predict increases in
carceral support and the negative support variables decreases in carceral support. There is some
inconsistency when it comes to predicting religious engagement, some of the relationships are in
the opposite direction of the hypotheses, whereas other direct relationships hold up. Overall,
strong support for the first four hypotheses are found as direct relationships between pre-prison
and carceral support.
It is also prudent to note here the control variables in this model behave similarly to the
rest of the models as well. Specifically, gender (female) displays consistency across the models
in terms of a predicted increase in the odds of visits, phone, and religion. Next, age and nonwhite also display stability for both visits and phone (decrease) and a predicted increase in the
odds of religious engagement. Last, prior prison and distance from home display predicted
decreases in the odds of visitation and making/receiving phone calls. These results are seen in the
majority of models with the control variables.
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CHAPTER 5
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PRE-PRISON, CONDITIONING, & CARCERAL
EXPERIENCES
Chapter Five considers three hypotheses as conditioned relationships. Different crimes
types, violent, drug offending, and public-order crimes, are entered into models to understand
any conditioning effects they may have on pre-prison and carceral support. Logistic regression
analyses are conducted for each of the last three research hypotheses where odds ratios (ORs) are
reported here in-text, as well as in table form. The interactions are then graphed to display under
which condition each of the outcomes (visits, phone, religion) are most likely.
Table 10 displays conditioning effects where crime type is added to the relationships
between social support pre-prison and support while incarcerated. In hypothesis 5, the hypothesis
tests the conditioning effect of violent offending between living as a family unit and the three
outcome variables. Hypothesis 6 considers drug offending as a moderating factor between
receiving any positive support pre-prison and the outcome variables. Finally, hypothesis 7 looks
at public-order offending and its moderating effect between any precursor to negative social
support and carceral support.
These relationships are important to explore as the current body of criminological
literature does not account for the relationship between social support pre-prison and carceral
support, while also considering the role of crime type as a moderating factor. Further, even
though the relationship between these two types of support (inside and outside of prison) is
direct, there are other factors involved which need to be better understood. That is, there are
conditioning variables which may change the direction and strength of the relationship. For those
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who are justice-involved, all participants in this sample, certain crimes, as well as other carceral
experiences, may change the amount of social support over time.
Hypothesis 5 (Models 15-17) – Family Unit x Violent Offending
The direct relationships between living as a family unit and each of the three outcome
variables (visits, phone calls, and religion) are all statistically significant and positive. With the
direct relationship between violent offending and the outcome variables, none reach statistical
significance. So, when violent offending is added to the model (interaction term) the results are
negatively moderated, in support of the hypothesis, but all statistical significance is lost. Further,
when violent offending and living as a family unit are added to the model as an interaction term,
each of these relationships does become weaker but none retain statistical significance. As such,
none of the controls will be reported here.
It was hypothesized in this case having committed a violent crime would weaken the
strength of the relationship between living as a family unit pre-prison and carceral support. This
is due to the stress which violent offending may place on families (Ceballo & McLoyd, 2002).
Thus, violent offending may be presumed to reduce carceral support. These results are realized in
hypothesis 5 as the interaction between living as a family unit and violent crime produces a
weakened relationship with carceral support.

112

Table 10. Odds Ratios & Standard Errors for Regression Analyses for Hypothesis 5
Hypothesis 5 (Modes 15-17)

Predictors
Family Unit
Violent Offense
Interaction
Controls
Female
Age
Non-White
Infractions
Years in Prison
Facility Type
Prior Prison
Distance
Criminal History
McFadden’s Pseudo R2
*p<.05
**p<.01
***p<.001

Visits (15)
OR
SE

Phone (16)
OR
SE

Religion (17)
OR
SE

1.458***.095
1.118 .122
1.051 .113

1.382***.088
1.089 .112
.816
.091

1.141* .065
1.159 .109
.965
.099

1.192***.055
.988*** .002
.701*** .028
.967
.034
1.003***.001
1.241 .064
.945*** .008
.405*** .017
.984*** .004
0.051

1.255***.063
.980*** .002
.865*** .035
.991** .033
1.001 .001
3.954***.235
.972*** .007
.700*** .031
.997
.003
0.062

1.999***.091
1.025***.002
1.523***.056
.889*** .028
.999
.001
.901* .043
.988
.006
1.009 .039
.991** .003
0.034

Following Long and Freese (2006), local means are used to create graphs where there is a
binary outcome. This is accomplished by first running the model regressions, with interactions,
and then defining a series of four scenarios where there is either the presence of one predictor
and not the other, both are present, or neither are present. After these scenarios are created, the
probability of each interaction is computed. Figure 2 below displays in graph form the
probabilities of those interactions for each of the three outcomes in hypothesis 5. The
probabilities are reported in-text here as, for Visits: No Family Unit/No Violent Crime (0.223),
No Family Unit/Violent Crime (0.238), Family Unit, No Violent Crime (0.309), and Family
Unit/Violent Crime (0.345). Regarding making/receiving phone calls the results are: No Family
Unit/No Violent Crime (0.586), No Family Unit/Violent Crime (0.546), Family Unit/No Violent
Crime (0.683), and Family Unit/Violent Crime (0.587). For engaging in religious services while
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incarcerated the results are: No Family Unit/No Violent Crime (0.559), No Family Unit/Violent
Crime (0.583), Family Unit/No Violent Crime (0.586), and Family Unit/Violent Crime (0.595).
Overall, each of the three outcomes are most likely when participants live as a family unit
and are not incarcerated for a violent crime. These results hold true across all three outcomes and
are most clear with making/receiving phone calls.

Figure 2. Interactions for Hypothesis 5 Predictor Variables
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Hypothesis 6 (Models 18-20) – Any Positive Support Pre-Prison x Drug Offending
The interaction term that includes drug related offenses was neither related to visits nor
phone contact. There was a significant relationship between the interaction term and engaging in
religious services (OR=1.342, SE=.149, p<.01). For participants who report receiving any one of
the three types of support pre-prison (financial assistance, living as a family unit, or marriage)
there is an interaction effect with also being in prison for a drug offense where these respondents
enjoy a 34% predicted increase in the odds of engaging in religious services while incarcerated.
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Again here in this model, offending (drug) negatively conditions the relationship between preprison support and support while incarcerated. For individuals who identify as female, they are at
a 96.5% increased odds of participating in religious services while incarcerated (OR=1.965,
SE=.089, p<.001). Additionally, for every one year increase in age there is a predicted 2.5%
increase in the odds of reporting religious engagement (OR=1.025, SE=.002, p<.001), for
participants who identify as non-White there is a predicted 53% increase in the odds of engaging
in religious services while incarcerated (OR=1.531, SE=.056, p<.001), for those who have
committed an institutional infraction there is a predicted 10% decrease in the odds of religious
service participation (OR=0.902, SE=.028, p<.01), for those in a state prison there is a predicted
12% decrease in the odds of engaging in religion while incarcerated (OR=0.878, SE=.041,
p<.01), for each prior period of incarceration is there is predicted 1% decrease in the odds of
religious participation (OR=0.987, SE=.007, p<.05), and for every prior arrest there is a
predicted 10% in the odds of religious engagement while incarcerated (OR=0.990, SE=.003,
p<.001).
The interaction between support pre-prison and drug offending is interesting for several
reasons. First, it may be that drug crimes in some families may be permissive and actually
encouraged as a means of financial survival (Dunlap et al., 2010). Some may even come from
families where drug offending is generational. Further, some drug offenders may seek
redemption in prison, as seen through programs such as Narcotics Annonymous (NA) which
offer self-help and support. These reasons may help to understand the predicted relationship
between the interaction effect of pre-prison support/drug offending and religious enagement
while incarcerated. As such, drug offending conditions and strengthens the relationship between
pre-prison support and carceral support, as seen through religious engagement.
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Table 11. Odds Ratios & Standard Errors for Regression Analyses for Hypothesis 6
Hypothesis 6 (Models 18-20)
Visits (18)
OR
SE
Predictors
Any Support Pre-Prison 1.748***.127
Drug Offending
1.723 .142
Interaction
.846
.109
Controls
Female
Age
Non-White
Infractions
Years in Prison
Facility Type
Prior Prison
Distance
Criminal History
McFadden’s Pseudo R2
*p<.05
**p<.01
***p<.001

1.163** .053
.989*** .002
.703*** .028
.989
.034
1.004***.001
1.197***.060
.945*** .008
.404*** .017
.983*** .004
0.052

Phone (19)
OR
SE

Religion (20)
OR
SE

1.417***.096
1.196 .138
.927
.116

1.112 .069
.766** .079
1.342** .149

1.253***.063
.980*** .002
.856*** .035
.901** .033
1.000 .001
4.012***.2035
.973*** .007
.698*** .030
.997
.003
0.063

1.965***.089
1.025***.002
1.531** .056
.902** .028
.999
.001
.878** .041
.987* .007
1.008 .039
.990*** .003
0.035

Results for the interactions in hypothesis 6 are displayed below in Figure 3 and are as
follows: (For Visits) No Pre Support/No Drug Crime (0.216), No Pre Support/Drug Crime
(0.229), Pre Support/No Drug Crime (0.322), and Pre Support/Drug Crime (0.319). For
making/receiving phone calls, the results are: No Pre Support/No Drug Crime (0.535), No Pre
Support/Drug Crime (0.612), Pre Support/No Drug Crime (0.634), and Pre Support/Drug Crime
(0.690). Last, for engaging in religious services while incarcerated, the results are: No Pre
Support/No Drug Crime (0.562), No Pre Support/Drug Crime (0.517), Pre Support/No Drug
Crime (0.584), and Pre Support/Drug Crime (0.610).
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Figure 3. Interactions for Hypothesis 6 Predictor Variables
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Hypothesis 7 (Models 21-23) – Any Precursor to Negative Support x Public-Order
The direct relationships between any precursor to negative support pre-prison and the
outcome variables finds statistical significance with visits and phone calls. When the direct
relationship between public order offending and the outcome variables are considered, visits and
religion find statistical significance. However, when the interaction between any negative
support and public order offending is considered, all statistical significance is lost. This indicates
the interaction between negative support and public-order offending is not related to visits, phone
calls, or engagement in religious services while incarcerated.
Some public-order crimes have been referred to as “victimless”, “legislated morality”, or
just deviant (Veneziano & Veneziano, 1993). These titles carry with them a connotation of
crimes being less serious or harmful. Indeed, results show the interaction between negative
precursors to support pre-prison and public-order offending as conditioning and strengthing the
relatioships with carceral support. However, none of these interactions retain statistical
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significance. Despite this lack of statistical significance, the interaction still matters as publicordering offending still does condition the relationship between negative support pre-prison and
carceral experiences with support. This is especially true with religious engagement as the
outcome where crime type (public-order) positively conditions the relationship between preprison and carceral support.
Summary
Taken together, crime type (violent, drug, and public-order) does matter in the
relationship between pre-prison experiences with social support and support while incarcerated.
The results lack statistical significance, but the value of the conditioning effects cannot be
ignored. In all three hypotheses, a chance is observed in the strength of the magnitude between
pre-prison and carceral support. Only the interaction between drug offending and pre-prison
positive support, with religion as the form of carceral social support, finds statistical signicance
(model 20). It should also be noted this relationship is in the opposite direction of the predicted
hypothesis. The inclusion of offense type as a conditioning variable helps to understand how the
relationships with pre-prison experiences behave and their predictive value with carceral support.
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Table 12. Odds Ratios & Standard Errors for Regression Analyses for Hypothesis 7
Hypothesis 7 (Models 21-23)
Visits (21)
OR
SE
Predictors
Negative Support Pre
.746*** .035
Public-Order Offending .809* .084
Interaction
.968
.121
Controls
Female
Age
Non-White
Infractions
Years in Prison
Facility Type
Prior Prison
Distance
Criminal History
McFadden’s Pseudo R2
*p<.05
**p<.01
***p<.001

1.243***.058
.986*** .002
.722*** .029
.998
.035
1.004***.001
1.206***.063
.949*** .008
.407*** .017
.984*** .004
0.050

Phone (22)
OR
SE

Religion (23)
OR
SE

.831*** .043
1.021 .118
.976
.133

1.064
.786*
1.142

1.319***.067
.978*** .002
.883** .036
.903** .033
1.001 .001
3.960***.239
.975** .007
.705*** .031
.998
.003
0.061

1.927***.089
1.025***.002
1.519***.056
.887*** .028
.999
.001
.912* .044
.987
.007
1.005 .039
.989*** .003
0.034

.048
.076
.131

Results for the interactions in hypothesis 7 are displayed below in Figure 4 and are as
follows (For Visits): No Negative/No Public Order (0.367), No Negative/Public Order (0.304),
Negative/No Public Order (0.291), and Negative/Public Order (0.250). Regarding
making/receiving phone calls, the results are: No Negative/No Public Order (0.669), No
Negative/Public Order (0.750), Negative/No Public Order (0.609), and Negative/Public Order
(0.580). Lastly, the results for engaging in religious services while incarcerated are: No
Negative/No Public Order (0.576), No Negative/Public Order (0.508), Negative/No Public Order
(0.599), and Negative/Public Order (0.556).
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Figure 4. Interactions for Hypothesis 7 Predictor Variables
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CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION & CONCLUSIONS
The aim of this dissertation was to better understand the relationship between positive
and negative supportive elements in childhood and adulthood, and how they relate to social
support among an incarcerated population. This final chapter will discuss the theoretical
implications of using a life course perspective on childhood precursors to negative social support
and later life pre-prison indicators of positive support and their relationship with carceral social
support. This chapter concludes with a discussion of policy implications and other practical
considerations.
Discussion
Table 13 below provides a snapshot of the relationships of what was and was not found to
be statistically significant in the study. Overall, the indicators of positive social support preprison predict increases in carceral support (as predicted in hypotheses 1-3) and the precursors to
negative social support pre-prison are predictive of decreases in carceral support (as predicted in
hypothesis #4), aside from religious engagement while incarcerated. With the conditioned
hypotheses (#s 5-7), there is again support except that statistical significance is only achieved in
one of the hypotheses (#7) and with religious engagement while incarcerated. These results are
not surprising given the review of the literature yet help to reinforce the importance of social
support pre-prison in its relationship with carceral support. That is, social support matters across
the life course and may not behave differently when conditioned by certain types of criminal
behavior.
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Table 13. General Relationship Trends Among Study Variables Across All Models
Dependent Variable
Independent/Control/Moderating Variable

Visitation

Phone Calls

Religion

Positive Supports
Financial Support
NS
+
NS
Living as a Family Unit
+
+
+
Marriage
+
+
+
Any
+
+
+, MS (Drug)
Negative Supports
Caregiver Substance Abuse
+
Family Criminal History
NS
Foster Care
NS
Welfare
NS
NS
Public Housing
NS
Physical Abuse
NS
+
Sexual Abuse
+
Any
NS
Demographics
Female
+
+
+
Age
+
Non-White
+
Institutional/Criminal
Infractions
NS
Prison Type
NS
+
Time Expected to Serve
+
NS
NS
Prior Incarcerations
Distance
NS
Individual Criminal History
NS
Crime Types
Violent
NS
NS
NS
Drug
NS
NS
Public-Order
NS
Notes: NS = Not Significant, MS = Mixed Support, + = Positive Relationship, - = Negative Relationship.
Mixed Support is likely due to a conditioning effect when a specific crime type is entered into the model. Mixed
support may also refer to a change in the relationship direction (pos. to neg., neg. to pos.), or a relationship either
losing or gaining statistical significance.
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Studies from a variety of disciplines consider the relationships between early positive and
negative social support and later life outcomes; with a cancer diagnosis and distress (Alferi et al.,
2001), with adjustment to college (Friedlander et al., 2007), and with childbirth and stress
(Adamakos et al., 1986). This is also the case with justice-involved populations and reducing
reoffending (Cochran, 2014) and institutional misconduct (Meyers et al., 2017). The relationship
between early instances of social support and later life outcomes finds empirical support in this
study as well. There are points specific to each hypothesis which will be addressed in detail
below.
Receiving any type of support pre-prison as indicated by either marriage, living as a
family unit, or receiving financial assistance all increase the odds of receiving visitation (64%),
making/receiving phone calls (38%), and engaging in religious services (21%). These results are
substantial and still display the positive effects of social support pre-prison on carceral social
support. It may be that once these early forms of support are established (marriage, living as a
family unit, receiving financial support), it is easier to carry them over into a prison setting where
contact is retained via the telephone. Similarly, increased use of religious services while
incarcerated, possibly due to early experiences with greater access to social support, is likely to
lead to better outcomes not only during imprisonment but afterwards as well. For example, Teye
(2019) found religious engagement while incarcerated increases opportunity for successful
reentry after release from prison. Specifically regarding visits, the relationship is quite strong. A
predicted 64% increase in the odds of prison visitation associated with earlier forms of social
support is important. This indicates some of the importance for support transition from
community to prison, or a carryover effect. These results may point to some of what Jiang and
Winfree (2006) discuss as being able to successfully adjust to prison life and cope in an
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otherwise negative environment. Inmates may carry some aspects of pre-prison social support
with them into the carceral environment. Positive contact and support are important to this
transition from community to prison, as well as from prison back into the community. These
supports, present across the life course, may help to offer stability for someone when
transitioning from one life phase to another. Clearly, social support is malleable from one point
in time to another.
Receiving financial support prior to prison from family finds statistical significance with
making/receiving phone calls for an odds increase of 13%. This finding in the hypothesis may be
due to some of what was discussed in the literature regarding cost for families to accept calls
from family members in prison. This is a practical consideration and one which is supported by
the literature (Christian et al., 2006). That is, it is possible the financial support received prior to
prison continues when someone is incarcerated with family members being willing and able to
pay for those phone calls. The lack of a relationship between financial support and prison
visitation is a bit surprising. However, after continued thought and referring back to the literature
(Christian, 2005), prison visitation requires more than just financial resources. There are
additional obstacles such as taking time off work, coordinating childcare, finding transportation,
navigating prison policies, and any emotional stress tied to a family member’s incarceration
which may impede visitation. The lack of a relationship between pre-prison financial support and
seeking religious engagement while incarcerated may point further to the idea of religious
engagement while incarcerated as a separate type of support from either visits or phone calls.
That is, there may be different indicators of pre-prison support which influence prison religious
engagement beyond those considered here. Prior research supports religious experiences prior to
incarceration as predictive of use of religion while incarcerated (Aday et al., 2014). This may
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also point to the idea of “importing” certain life experiences into the prison system. Irwin and
Cressey (1962) discussed the idea of inmates bringing certain life experiences with them into
prison. Much of this research is often based on negative experiences (trauma, etc.) but it stands
other – more positive – factors may be imported as well.
Generally, the results show a predicted increase in the odds of visits, phone calls, and
religion when considering financial support (phone calls), marriage, and living as a family unit.
Financial assistance, marriage, and living as a family unit may represent a more complete picture
for the ideals of instrumental and expressive social support with the variables in this data set.
Regarding financial support, it is an important tangible resource which is necessary to navigate
life. Similarly, marriage represents a connection to another individual where listening and
offering advice is shared. Living as a family unit, as previously discussed in the literature, may
offer unique opportunities where not only is expressive support exchanged but also instrumental
support (Ross & Mirowsky, 2002). For example, it may be easier to ask for help with childcare if
there are family members living with you and with whom there is an exchange of resources as
well as a close, ongoing relationship. It is not surprising then, that those who report receiving
financial assistance, being married, and living as a family unit prior to going to prison are more
likely to be visited while incarcerated, to make/receive phone calls while in prison, and engage in
religious services.
Some of the statistically significant results diminish when financial assistance is added to
the model. This is an interesting finding and may point to the idea that financial resources alone
are not sufficient to generate social support. Rather, it is a combination of both expressive and
instrumental support which is more likely to be found in marriages and within family units. In
fact, the only relationship with which financial support finds statistical significance within the
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model is making/receiving phone calls while incarcerated. This relationship is likely predicted to
increase as accepting phone calls from prisoner’s requires financial resources. According to
some research, family members may pay as much as $85 per month to receive phone calls from
family in prison (Grinstead et al., 2018). These are large financial investments and likely do not
take into consideration additional bills for phone use.
Pre-prison life experiences with positive social support matter as they offer stability.
Dong and Krohn (2017) stated social support and the assistance it offers may be felt across the
life course and help protect against some negative life experiences. Early experiences with
positive social support are related to greater health benefits later in life (Turner & Turner, 2013),
for example. There are also benefits to the justice-involved with better quality of life for groups
being released from prison (Jacoby & Kozie-Peak, 1997). So, positive social support matters
across the life course and for different populations, to include incarcerated persons.
The literature surrounding marriage and prison social support is mixed based on gendered
differences, where males tend to receive greater benefits of being married such as reduced
institutional infractions while being incarcerated (Jiang & Winfree, 2006). In controlling for
gender, this project finds those who identify as female and married enjoy greater predicted
increases in visitation, phone calls, and religious engagement. Prior research finds husbands as
not stepping up to support their wives while incarcerated (Black, 2010) but this idea does not
come through with this data. It is possible these results are due to a lack of understanding
surrounding the roles that husbands play while wives are incarcerated. Historically, penal
research focuses on the role of wives in support of their husbands while incarcerated (Girshick,
1996; Schwartz & Weintraub, 1974). In this hypothesis, and across the board in this study, we
find identifying as female is more likely to produce greater carceral support. Some prior prison
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research finds similar results (Pettus-Davis, 2014) when capturing support pre and post
incarceration. Reasons for these results, including the support during incarceration found here,
are varied. Liu and Chui (2013) reported it may be due to the ‘pseudo’ family’s women in prison
form. Whereas, Jiang and Winfree (2006) discussed the role of women as caregivers and the
prevalence of staying in contact with children. In short, women may have greater networks with
which to rely on for support while incarcerated and place a greater priority on communication
while in prison.
This dissertation also focused on negative precarceral experiences and predictors. There
is general support for these models, except when trauma (sexual and physical abuse) is
considered in a relationship with religion (which predict increases). For the predictor variables
substance abusing caregiver, family member criminal history, and living in foster care, the
relationships with the outcome variables prison visitation and making/receiving phone calls is in
the predicted directed of the hypothesis. That is, pre-prison negative support predicts decreases
in visitation, phone calls, and religion. These results may reflect some of what Johnson and
Waldfogel (2002) found in that these precursors to negative social support such as growing up in
foster care set a person up for challenges later in life. That is, there may be an accumulation of
negative life events which take place such as being raised by a substance abusing caregiver,
having a family member with a criminal history, and growing up in foster care. These results
point to family stability as important, or a lack there of, which is different from some of the other
types of family support that are more instrumental in nature. There are also practical
considerations here in that, for example, having a family member with a criminal history may
prevent that person from visiting a family member in prison (Tasca et al., 2016). Family
members with a criminal history may be incarcerated themselves and unable to visit someone
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else in prison. It may also be family members with a criminal history are unable to enter a prison
due to security reasons (Turanovic & Tasca, 2017). Boudin et al. (2013) reported nearly all fifty
states in the U.S. have some provision which excludes prison visitors with a criminal history.
Further, and regarding the relationship between foster care and prison visitation, Ross et al.
(2004) found there are large barriers to overcome. Primarily, when a child ends up in the foster
care system and contact with their biological parents is lost, this will likely lead to further strain
on that relationship. This lack of contact may then follow the relationship throughout life.
Another interesting finding was the lack of supported relationship between many of the
predictor variables (all except for physical and sexual abuse) and religious engagement while
incarcerated. Even when all negative predictors are considered together in one model, most
variables still maintain significance to predicting a decrease in odds of carceral support. When
these negative predictors are taken collectively, the predicted odds of carceral support decrease
across all three outcomes. It is worth pointing out that for those participants who reported being a
victim of physical and sexual abuse, as well as identifying as female, there are large, predicted
increases in religious engagement of 86.5% and 90.5%, respectively. These are substantial
figures and may display a gendered difference in coping with trauma. It also may show that
religion as a form of social support while incarcerated exists differently than either visitation or
phone calls. That is, visitation and phone calls exist as one form of support which relies on a
large presence from outside the prison (i.e., people coming to the prison to visit, phone calls
coming from outside of the prison). Whereas, seeking religious services takes place inside the
prison with some outside support from the volunteers who help out and family members who
encourage participation (Kerley & Copes, 2009). It may be that these outside prison precursors to
negative support such as foster care, welfare, public housing, etc. are independent of any
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decision of a prisoner to seek support in religion. It may also be that marginalized populations
(non-white, older, female, and those serving longer sentences) use religion as a substitute for
other forms of social support which they do not receive in prison.
Having early life experiences with precursors to negative social support makes it less
likely an individual will receive support (through visits, phone calls, and seeking religion) while
incarcerated. This study finds growing up with a substance using caregiver, having family
members with a criminal history, growing up in foster care, being a welfare recipient, and living
in public housing all reduce the chances of carceral support. In a way, these display instability.
Other research (see Stott, 2012) finds youth placement in foster care translates to myriad
negative experiences later in life such as substance use and later criminal justice system
involvement. Like positive social support, so too is negative support predictive of certain adverse
outcomes and persists across the life course. While early experiences with positive support may
be predictive of greater amount of carceral support and increased institutional behavior, reduced
recidivism, and improved reentry success, so too does negative support have long lasting
implications. For example, Alltucker et al. (2006) found early life experiences with foster care
and family criminal history put youths at an increased risk of delinquency. This early
involvement with the criminal justice system may propel individuals to later contact with the
adult system as well (Kempf-Leonard et al., 2001; Rhoades et al., 2016).
The findings also examined how offense matters regarding support relationships during
incarceration. In general, the study finds presenting offense type does have a conditioning effect
on the relationship between social support pre-prison and carceral support, and in the
hypothesized direction, yet statistical significance is often lost once these are added to the
models. In hypothesis #5, the interaction between living as a family unit and having committed a
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violent offense and receiving visits, making/receiving phone calls, and engaging in religious
services while incarcerated is not supported. When entered in the model on its own, living as a
family unit is predicted to increase each of the three dependent variables regarding carceral
support. However, when violent offending moderates the relationship between living as a family
unit and each of the three dependent variables, the relationship no longer retains statistical
significance. This loss of significance may lower our confidence in the results being due to
chance, but the meaning does not altogether disappear. Additionally, there is a weakening of the
relationship as well to the point of the interaction causing a very slight predicted increase (in the
case of visitation) or even predicted decreased relationship with the other two dependent
variables. This likely indicates violent offending does have some effect on the relationship
between living as a family unit and visits, phone calls, and religion. These results were somewhat
expected from a review of the literature, where (Pratt & Godsey, 2002) find lower levels of
social support in a relationship with violent crime. Even without the statistical significance, these
results are worth further discussion. It may be that, as prior research shows (Pratt & Godsey,
2002, 2003), lower levels of social support may be expected after the commission of a violent
crime. When coupled together with the prison experience which is often viewed as negative in
nature, violent crime may further erode at levels of social support. So, violent crimes may take
away from some of this carceral support. However, the results do not find carceral support
completely goes away. This may be due to families having some knowledge of criminal behavior
and, while not necessary being supportive of it, those ties and bonds are still strong (Svensson et
al., 2019). With visits, the study still finds a predicted increase of 5% when considering the
interaction between living as a family unit pre-prison and having committed a violent crime.
There are several possible explanations for this phenomenon. The first is that the victim in the
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violent crime may be someone from outside the family unit and so this person is not considered
as a possible visitor in this data. A second reason has to do with violent crime, which may be
perceived as either self-defense or in defense of someone else. It could also the case violence is
acceptable in some instances or in some subcultures. Further, it is possible specific crime types
within violent offending account for reasons why there is still a predicted increase in visitation.
For example, Pleggenkuhle et al. (2018) found sex offenders are more likely to receive visitation
in their study. They cite several reasons for this finding, some of which apply to this study, most
likely being the length of time in prison (longer) and the financial means of family members to
visit. Findings such as these may run counter to what was originally hypothesized, however there
is practical sense in the results. Lastly, the use of local means being graphed in hypothesis #5
finds that carceral support such as making/receiving phone calls is most likely when participants
were living as a family unit and not incarcerated for a violent crime. This again points to the
importance of support being carred over from pre-prison experiences into the institution.
The interaction between receiving any type of support pre-prison and drug offending
produces a 34% predicted increase in engagement in religious services while incarcerated. This
result is not in the predicted direction of the hypothesis but may hold some important insight for
the carceral experience. Chief among these is the importance of religion and faith-based support
to prison life. There is a body of literature which explores the benefits of religion to those who
are incarcerated (Clear et al., 2000; Thomas & Zaitzow, 2006). It may also be that these
individuals are participating in not only religious services but also self-help groups such as
Narcotics Anonymous (NA) which have a faith-based component. That is, if these individuals
have been convicted of a drug offense, it is possible they are participating in a variety of support
groups which place an emphasis on faith and redemption. This is not to say all individuals
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convicted of drug crimes seek this type of support, just that it is a possibility for some, and
groups of this nature are often offered in prison settings. Interestingly, this hypothesis also finds
that making/receiving phone calls is predicted to be most likely when a participant does have
some pre-prison support and is incarcerated for a drug crime. This may point to family offering
support for those with drug crimes when they had support before going to prison.
The interaction between receiving any precursor to negative support pre-prison and
having committed a public-order offense and receiving visits, making/receiving phone calls, and
engaging in religious services while incarcerated is not supported. However, the hypothesis is
supported in that public-ordering offending does partially and positively condition the
relationships between any type of precursor to negative support pre-prison and carceral supports.
Public-ordering offending is oftentimes referred to a ‘legislated morality’ or a ‘victimless crime.’
Indeed, offenses such as drug abuse, public intoxication, and certain sex acts in public are often
thought of as deviant behavior. It is possible, because of this designation as deviance, as opposed
to criminal, the behavior is not viewed as serious or harmful (Gusfield, 1968; Wertheimer, 1977).
That is, the behavior may be viewed as less serious than crimes of a violent nature or even
property offenses. As such, results show slight increases in carceral support (visits, phone, and
religion) when public-order offending is added into the model with early life negative
experiences. It may also be that public-order crimes such as loitering, for example, are not nearly
as detrimental as some of those early life experiences with precursors to negative support. And,
because of this, public-order crimes may help to ameliorate some of those early life negative
experiences and predict increases in carceral support. Put another way, negative precursors to
social support may have more deleterious effects on later life carceral support than some types of
non-violent, public-order crimes. This is further displayed in the interactions as having not
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having negative support pre-prison and being incarcerated for a public-order crime is most likely
to generate the the making/receiving of phone calls.
Regarding model fit statistics (McFadden’s Pseudo R2), the values in each model range
from between .03 to .06. This indicates fairly weak models throughout the research. It is worth
noting again social support is dynamic and there are likely many factors which help to
understand the relationship between support outside and inside of prison. This adds to the
importance of teasing out social support in future carceral research.
Overall, several of the hypotheses find support in the models. That is, many of the results
are in the predicted direction and are statistically significant. It is not until the later hypotheses,
where specific offense types are added to the models for interaction effects, that statistical
significance becomes difficult to achieve. In fact, in only one of the relationships in the final
three hypothesis, between any positive support pre-prison/drug offending and religious
engagement, is the expected relationship supported. Some of these results may point to what
Spjeldnes and Goodkind (2009) discussed as family members enabling certain behaviors. For
example, if a participant reported living as a family unit prior to prison and was incarcerated for
a drug offense, it is possible that behavior received positive reinforcement from family due to
providing financial support for the family.
In looking further at Table 13 with the general model trends, most of the pre-prison
indicators of positive social support predict increases with each of the three dependent variables.
That is, if there is a presence of these positive indicators, it is likely that prison social support, in
the forms of visitation, phone calls, and religion, will be predicted to increase. These are
important results. Prisoners who receive support prior to prison may fare better while
incarcerated, have an easier time adjusting to prison, display better institutional behavior, and
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have an easier time reentering society, and desisting from crime. However, these results also
present challenges for corrections and the criminal justice system. As a society, we cannot
simply emphasize the importance of positive social support because of its positive effects on
incarceration. This would be bad policy and would make assumptions about a person’s life
trajectory which are problematic.
In the same way, overall, the models find the presence of precursors to negative social
support decrease the chances of receiving visits, making/receiving phone calls, and participating
in religious services while incarcerated. These results point to the role of early social support and
prevention and intervention strategies for youth. As covered in the literature, there are myriad
negative outcomes associated with these precursors to negative social support. Reducing the
effect of these negative precursors would not only likely reduce the chances someone becomes
justice-involved, for example, but also reduce any negative forms of social support later in life
and while incarcerated.
Conclusions
Results indicate social support experiences pre-prison, both positive and negative, matter
to support received while incarcerated. In general, social support while incarcerated helps to
promote connections with the outside world which may otherwise be lost. Continued
opportunities for religious engagement may be an area for social support to grow inside of a
prison. Those who may have suffered trauma such as living with a caregiving substance abuser
or having been physically or sexually abused report high engagement in religious services as a
form of support while incarcerated. It may be that corrections officials make sure inmates are
aware of the religious service opportunities offered at the prison. This may be a policy which is
further weaved into the orientation of inmates to the prison facility.
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Visitation and phone calls should also be considered as important assets in the promotion
of carceral social support. Researchers have begun to understand the effects of maintaining
contact with supports on the outside of prison to improving institutional behavior and postrelease life in reducing recidivism and increasing reentry odds (Bales & Mears, 2008). In this
respect, social support should continue to be studied across the life course and understand how it
may permeate from one life phase to another. This research helps to better understand the
relationship between early life indicators and precursors to social support, positively and
negatively, and carceral support. Additionally, offense type (violent, drug, and public-order
crimes) does have a conditioning effect on the relationship between pre-prison support and
support while incarcerated.
Policy/Practical Implications
Prisons are making great strides regarding keeping inmates connected with their support
networks in a variety of technologically innovative ways. One of these advances includes virtual
visitation and its strong and positive effects at reducing recidivism for prisoners (Duwe &
McNeeley, 2021). Additionally, the use of email has been implemented by some correctional
systems (Harrison, 2014) and could increase prisoners’ access to social support. Finally, several
correctional systems have made phone calls free for inmates and their families (Dallaire et al.,
2021). These expansive policies will help to improve access to social support for carceral
populations.
Some important policy implications follow from this research. Eighty-seven (87.9%) and
76.0% of participants report at least one or two types of support while incarcerated (either visits,
phone calls, or religion). Further, 31.4% of participants report receiving a visit since admission to
prison. This figure regarding visits is roughly half of what has been found in other research
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(Pleggenkuhle et al., 2018), meaning visitation is difficult to achieve for those in prison.
Visitation is important to increasing access so support and research should continue to explores
avenue to meet this challenge. This may be accomplished through increased access to video
visits, expanded visitation day(s)/time(s), and clear policies related to visitation. Given that a
majority, nearly 70% in this study, of inmates do not receive visits, improving access to
visitation may help to facilitate more social support. That is, increasing access to visitation may
aid in attracting those who may otherwise not visit. Removing barriers to prison visitation may
be an avenue to increasing carceral support. For those with negative social support experiences
pre-prison, additional avenues to increase carceral support beyond visitation may be required.
For example, access to phone calls may be made easier with the current push in prisons across
the country to make all phone calls free for prisoners.
The results regarding use of religious services may be worthwhile to explore further.
Because the research finds those who have experienced specific traumas (sexual and physical
abuse) are making use of religious programming while incarcerated, these services should
continue to be promoted in correctional settings. Coupled with the knowledge prisoners are
consuming these services, and the promising results of religion as an indicator of positive social
support in terms of promoting better institutional behavior and success upon release, these
services should continue to be promoted by correctional staff. This may take the form of
advertising the availability of religious services in a prison and how they can be consumed.
Similarly, the results display pre-prison experiences with support matter. That is,
indicators of positive support pre-prison help to offcer support while incarcerated and precursors
to negative support pre-prison may inhibit carceral support. Family support programs could
continue to promote healthy living and the importance of social support. Additionally, promoting
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healthy relationships such as through peers and other supports is important. At the same time,
social service providers, the juvenile justice system, and educators may work to identify at-risk
children in jeopardy of falling victim to precursors of negative support. These may be identified
and addressed through early prevention and intervention programs where mentorship and other
prosocial activity takes place.
Limitations
There are some limitations with a project of this nature. Because these data were
originally collected by another group of researchers, the study was not able to control for the
construction of variables. That is, some of the variables are “imperfect” when it comes to
capturing social support. This is true when considering the independent variables, where
‘indicators’ are used to describe positive pre-prison experiences with social support and
‘precursors’ to describe negative early life experiences with support. These instances do not
exactly capture social support and instead are either indicative (positive) of support or are
operationalized as a precursor (negative) to social support. In particular, ‘living as a family unit’
may be conceived as either a positive or negative environment. It is not possible to glean this
information from the data beyond where the literature guides. Also, it is not possible here to
account for marriage as a form of positive social support. There are many marriages which may
be complicated by trauma, victimization, substance abuse, etc. These aspects would likely
change the view of marriage from positive to negative. It is possible some of this is present in the
current data and made its way into the results. The dataset does not contain qualifiers for ‘good’
and ‘bad’ marriages. This may also be the case with the control variable distance, where this
does not account for access to transportation (e.g., car). Additionally, there may be limitations to
how how prison visitation is accessed, for example, where the data here cannot account for
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enforcement of rules and other regulations. Finally, self-report data, especially that which
involves information such as criminal histories and other sensitive information, may be subject to
issues of underreporting, inaccuracies, and incomplete information. The independent and
dependent variables both involve social support and it may be that they stem from the same
construct. Because of this, it is possible there is a third variable which explains both.
The ‘proxies’ for carceral support (visitation, making/receiving phone calls, and engaging
in religious services) are also restrictive. While supported by the literature, the data does not
always allow for an exact understanding of who is engaging the prisoner in support. For
example, the data does not account for who is visiting the incarcerated individual. The question
in the original dataset does exclude professional visits such as with attorneys, however, beyond
this, it is not certain who is responsible for visiting inmates in prison. Additionally, crime
theories often posit understanding future behavior through past behavior and this may include
social support. Understanding how support is perceived, therefore, will be important for future
research and moving the literature forward.
Future Directions
There are several areas where research to better understand the role of social support preprison and support while incarcerated would benefit. The first is incorporating a longitudinal
approach where justice-involved persons are surveyed on support measures at baseline (preprison), upon admission to prison, and then at specific time points throughout their period of
incarceration. This would allow for capturing support at multiple points in time and
understanding how support evolves in an incarcerated population. A longitudinal study of this
nature would also help to establish causality, especially as it applies to any conditioning
variables in the relationships such as the role of specific crime types. The current design of the
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data being cross-sectional in nature is beneficial for an exploratory study yet sets limits on
exactly what can be accomplished. Establishing causality would also help to address any
concerns regarding time-ordering and the limitation that the predictor and outcome variables are
simply manifestations of the same construct. An additional effort includes teasing out the role of
religion as a form of social support while incarcerated. From the results here, visitation and
phone calls appear to represent one strata of support where positive indicators predict increases
in these forms of carceral support and negative precursors, predicted decreases in support.
Religious engagement, on the other hand, receives mixed support. It may be that religion
represents a more formalized version of support (as an institution at least), whereas visitation and
phone calls are more informal in nature. However, this is currently not clear from the data and
results.
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